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PREFACE. 


The  Author  regrets  that  this  book  is  of  a  more 
bulky  nature  than  he  intended  or  desired.  Its 
proportions,  however,  were  not  discovered  until  the 
greater  part  was  in  print :  any  effectual  process  of 
cutting  down  would  at  that  stage  have  involved 
considerable  expense,  and  it  would  have  been  ne- 
cessary to  make  a  substantial  addition  to  the  price 
of  the  book.  The  Author  preferred,  under  these 
circumstances,  to  let  the  work  stand  as  it  was, 
hoping  that  by  the  method  of  arrangement,  and  the 
very  full  system  of  cross-references,  it  might  be 
found  as  convenient  to  consult  as  a  smaller  book. 

The  Author^s  object  has  been,  as  far  as  possible, 
to  make  it  a  complete  and  comprehensive  work  on 
Discovery. 

The  old  practice  of  Discovery  in  Chancery  and  at 
common  law  is  considered,  in  greater  or  less  detail, 
as  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  this  practice  may  not 
have  a  considerable  bearing  on  questions  which  may 
arise  under  the  present  practice. 
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The  cases  have  been  cited  more  fully  than  is 
usual,  in  order  that,  as  far  as  possible,  the  necessity 
of  consultrDg  the  actual  authorities  may  be  dis- 
pensed with,  or,  at  all  events,  that  it  may  be  limited 
to  such  as  are  seen  to  be  really  germane.  An 
elaborate  (in  some  cases  over-elaborate)  system  of 
cross-references  has  been  adopted,  in  order  to  bring 
together  all  the  matter  that  fairly  bears  on  any  par- 
ticular point. 

The  general  method  of  arrangement  will  be  best 
seen  by  turning  to  the  Table  of  Contents. 

The  decision  in  the  important  case  of  Kennedy  v. 
Lyell  in  the  C.  A.  not  having  been  yet  reported  in 
the  Law  Eep.,  it  has  been  necessary  to  rely  on  the 
report  in  the  Law  Times.  Portions  of  the  judg- 
ments are  given  ipsissimis  verbis  on  p.  393 :  it  is 
hoped  that  the  authorized  report  will  not  substan- 
tially differ. 

The  Author  is  conscious  that  in  some  cases  he 
may  have  ventured  on  too  confident  an  expression 
of  opinion. 

E.  B. 


November  J  1884. 
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EXPLANATORY  NOTICE. 


MiGHAXLlCAS  TSBK,  1885. 

Some  passages  having  seemed  on  re-oonsideration  to  require 
modification,  and  some  cases  of  importance  having  been 
deoided  during  the  past  year,  the  Author  has  re-written 
some  pages,  and  also  incorporated  the  recent  cases. 

Arrangements  have  been  made  by  ^hich  all  holders  of 
existing  copies  can  have  them  "converted"  by  leaving  them  at 
the  Publishers,  Messrs.  Beeves  &  Turner,  and  on  payment 
of  la.  The  Author  hopes  that  this  may  prove  a  convenience 
to  members  of  the  profession. 


The  following  cases  of  the  year  are  discussed  in  the  text: — 

PAOB  OB  BLIP 

AnBtioe  v.  Hibbell 454 

Bidder  f.  Bridges  446,459,  528 

Blackie  v.  Osnuiflton 454 

Caylej  v.  Sandjoroft  Co 528 

Centnil  News  v.  Eastern  Go .^ 242 

Gompagnie  Financidre,  &o.  v.  Pemyian  Guano  Go.  (not  reported) ....  181,  182 

I^ke  V.  Stephens  64 

FendaUr.  O'GonneU 67 

HaUv.  Truman 211,  213,  215 

London  and  Tilbnry  Go.  v.  Kirk , . . .  364 

Ixmdon  and  Torkanire  Bank  t^.  Gooper 194 

Marsh  v.  Bailej 508 

Peaioe  v.  Foster 371,  409^ 

B.  V.  Cox  and  Baalton • 353 

Scaramanga  v.  Martin 454 

Symonds  v.  City  Bank 42 

WiGkham,The 595 

V, (not  reported) , 494 

The  following  oases  are  not  discussed  in  the  text,  but 
references  are  given  to  the  pages  where  the  subjects  are 
treated: — 

OazdweH  v.  Tomlinson,  52  L.  T.  746  (where  the  plaintiff  was  unable,  owing 
to  his  state  of  health,  to  make  an  affidavit  of  doooments  and  answer 
interrogatories,  Baoon,  V.-C,  refused  to  dismiss  the  aotion,  and  allowed 
his  br^er  to  be  added  as  next  friend,  partly,  apparently,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  discovery) pp.  65,  588 


(    ivfr    ) 

Coney  v,  Boddey,  not  reported  (application  to  stay  prooeedinffs  until  one  of 
two  trustees,  co-plaintiffs,  who  had  left  the  country,  and  oonld  not  be 
found,  had  complied  with  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  doomnents,  refused 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  for  it  was  in  reality  an  attempt  to  get  the 
action  dismissed) pp.  87,  88,  588 

Foakes  v.  Webb,  28  Ch.  D.  287 :  61  L.  T.  624  (held,  that  it  was  no  answer 
to  a  plaintiff's  interrogatory,  asking  as  to  interviews  and  correspondence 
between  the  solicitors  of  the  defendants  and  his  own,  to  say  tnat  they 
had  no  personal  knowledge,  and  that  the  only  information  they  had  was 
derived  from  confidential  oommnnications  from  their  solicitors  in  reference 
to  their  defence  to  this  action,  for  it  was  a  fact  so  outside  the  relation  of 
dient  and  solicitor  that  it  could  not  be  the  subject  of  a  confidential 
communication) 434 

Harvey  v.  Lovekin,  10  P.  D.  122  (the  Probate,  Divorce  and  Admiralty 
Division  has,  by  virtue  of  sects.  16  and  23  of  the  Judicature  Act,  1873, 
all  the  powers  of  discovery  possessed  by  the  old  Courts  of  Chajicery, 
Common  Law,  Admiralty,  Probate  and  Divorce,  which  were  absorbed 
into  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  and,  in  particular,  the  power  of  giving 
leave  to  administer  interrogatories.  In  divorce  and  matrimonial  causes 
the  Court  has  the  old  powers  of  discovery  possessed  by  the  old  Eccle- 
siastical Courts,  and,  in  particular,  of  administering  interrogatories. 
SemblSf  that  a  registrar  has  no  power  to  give  leave  to  interrogate :  onlr 
a  judge ;  for  divorce  and  matrimonial  proceedings  are  by  Ord.  LXYIII. 
r.  1,  excepted  from  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court)    561 — 564 

Glamorgan  Banking  Co.,  28  Ch.  D.  620  (the  company  being  in  voluntary 
liquidation  for  the  purpose  of  re-oonstruction,  a  dissentient,  who  had 
refused  the  price  offered  for  her  shares,  and  had  given  notice  to  arbitrate, 
was  refused  inspection  of  the  books) , 294 

Jones  V.  Richard,  15  Q.  B.  D.  439  (action  for  libel  contained  in  an  anonymous 
letter ;  the  defendant  denying  that  he  had  written  it,  the  plaintiff  was 
held  entitled  to  ask  him  if  he  had  written  a  certain  letter  to  a  third 
person,  in  order  that  the  handwriting  might  be  compared)    186 

Litchfield  v.  Jones,  51  L.  T.  672 :  33  W.  R.  251 :  54  L.  J,  Ch.  207  (in  the 
vivd  voce  examination  the  party  must  make  such  an  answer  as  would 
have  been  sufficient  if  originaUv  given  in  writing.  Held,  that  where 
the  examination  took  the  form  oi  a  roving  cross-examination,  only  such 
costs  must  be  allowed  as  would  have  been  incurred  if  that  course  had 
been  pursued.  The  order  had  been  that  he  further  answer  interrogatories 
29  and  31,  and  pay  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  application) 146 

Lyell  V.  Kennedy,  33  W.  R.  42  (a  party,  being  interrogated  whether  he 
wrote  a  certain  letter,  might,  it  was  held,  explain  the  circumstances 
under  which  he  wrote  it;  but,  the  answer  going  into  impertinent 
matter,  a  further  answer  was  ordered)    , 117 

Rawstone  v.  Corporation  of  Preston,  33  W.  R.  795  :  52  L.  T.  922  (Kay,  J., 
took  the  same  view  as  to  shorthand  notes  as  that  advocated  in  the  text 
on  p.  398,  and  refused  to  protect  shorthand  notes  of  the  evidence  and 
speeches  of  counsel  at  an  arbitration  *' taken  and  transcribed  at  the 
plaintiff's  sole  expense  in  anticipation  of  ulterior  proceedings  against 
the  defendants  then  contemplated,  and  for  the  purpose,  amongst  others, 
of  submitting  them  to  the  solicitors  and  counsel  for  their  advice  in 
relation  to  tms  action  ")     ,. 398 

Wickstead  v.  Brigg^,  29  S.  J.  339  (where  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  judgment 
with  costs,  his  costs  of  notices  to  the  defendant's  solicitor  to  inspect, 
of  attendances  at  his  office  to  inspect,  and  of  attendances  to  inspect  at 
the  office  of  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  were  disallowed  on  party  and  party 
taxation.  Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (17),  applies  only  to  costs  as  l&tween  sohoitor 
and  oUent) .,..,..,..., 176 
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D. 


DISCOVERT. 


INTEODUOTOET    CHAPTEE. 

I.  Definition  or  Function  of  Discovery. 

The  right  of  difiooverj  is  the  right  by  which  a  party  to  some 
prooeedings  (actually  commenced  or  contemplated)  before  a 
civil  court  is  enabled,  before  the  determination  of  any  matter 
in  question  in  those  proceedings,  to  extort  on  oath  from 
another  party  to  those  proceedings — (1)  all  his  knowledge, 
lemembranoe,  information  and  belief  (of  facts :  Eedes.  PI.  34: 
Spenoe,  Eq.  Jur.  677:  Flight  v.  Itobinson,  8  Bear.  p.  33: 
not  of  matters  of  law :  see  pasty  p.  115)  concerning  the  matter 
so  in  question ;  (2)  the  production  of  all  documents*  in  his 
possession  or  power  relating  to  such  matter. 

However  disagreeable  it  may  be  to  make  the  disclosure, 
however  contrary  to  his  personal  interests,  however  fatal  to 
the  claim  upon  which  he  may  have  insisted,  he  is  required 
and  compelled,  under  the  most  solemn  scmction,  to  set  forth 
all  he  knows,  believes  or  thinks  in  relation  to  the  matters  in 
question :  Flight  v.  Bobimon^  8  Beav.  p.  34.  In  fact,  one  of 
the  dhief  purposes  of  discovery  is  to  obtain  from  the  opponent 
an  admission  of  the  case  made  against  him :  see  next  section. 


n.  The  Object  or  Scope  of  Discovery. 

A  party  was  entitled  to  discovery  in  order  to  ascertain  facts 
material  to  the  merits  of  his  case,  either  because  he  could  not 


/ 


•  The  inspeotion  of  ijroperty,  though  theoretioally,  perhape,  s  fonotiaii  of 
diMSOTery  niiuler  aome  oireninwtenoee,  ib  dlBooBaed  separstelj :  poti^  Bk.  m. 
Oh.  VI. 
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prove  them,  or  in  aid  of  proof  and  to  avoid  expense :  Redes. 
PL  307, 9 :  Bnch  v.  Finch,  2  Ves.  p.  492 :  to  deliver  him  from 
the  necessity  of  procuring  evidence:  Montague  v.  Dudman, 
ibid,  p.  397 :  to  supply  evidence  or  to  prevent  expense  and 
delay  in  procuring  it:  -4.-6^.  v.  Duplessis,  Park.  p.  164: 
A.'O.  V.  Oaskilly  20  Oh.  D.  pp.  528,  531 :  to  save  expense 
and  trouble:  Chadmck  v.  Chadtt^ick,  22  L.  J.,  Ch.  p.  330: 
-4.-G.  V.  Oaskilly  p.  527 :  to  prevent  a  long  enquiry  and  to 
determine  the  action  as  expeditiously  as  possible :  Sail  v. 
L.  §•  JSr.  W.  R.  Co.j  35  L.  T.  p.  850 :  whether  he  could  prove 
them  aliunde  or  not :  see  posty  p.  299 :  to  facilitate  proof  or 
save  expense :  Orumbrecht  v.  Parry,  32  W.  E.  p.  204 :  and 
see  jt?M^,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  X.  as  to  bills  of  discovery. 

Discovery  is  not  limited  to  giving  the  plaintiff  a  knowledge 
of  that  which  he  does  not  already  know  (and  see  Bustroa  v. . 
White  J  1  Q.  B.  D.  p.  427),  but  includes  the  getting  an  ad- 
mission of  anything  which  he  has  to  prove  on  an  issue  between 
himself  and  his  opponent :  Cotton,  L.  J.,  in  A,-0.  v.  Oaakill, 
p.  528 :  and  see  Eodsoll  v.  Taylor,  L.  E.,  9  Q.  B.  pp.  82, 83; 
Okngall  v.  Frazer,  2  Ha.  p.  104 :  so  as  to  relieve  him  of,  or 
diminish  the  burden  of,  proof :  -4.-(?.  v.  Oaskiil,  pp.  527,  528 : 
to  get  an  admission  from  the  opponent  of  the  case  made 
against  him :  Eedes.  PL  9. 

Discovery  may  even  be  required  which  will  prove  the 
whole  cause  of  action ;  for  instance,  the  fact  of  seduction  in 
an  action  for  seduction :  HodsoU  v.  Taylor :  and  see  Aeheson 
V.  Henry,  I.  E.,  5  C.  L.  496,  cited  post,  p.  95 :  and  McFadien 
V.  Liverpool,  cited  post,  p.  320.  So  a  biQ  of  discovery  would 
lie  to  discover  a  promise  of  marriage :  Vaughcm  v.  Aldrid^e, 
Forrest,  42. 

It  may  be  noted  that  under  the  new  rules  (Ord.  XXXIL 
E.  S.  C.)  one  party  to  a  cause  or  matter  may  call  on  any 
other  party  to  admit,  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause,  matter  or 
issue  only,  any  specific  facts ;  and  imder  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  2, 
in  deciding  upon  any  application  for  leave  to  interrogate  (see 
post,  p.  91),  the  judge  is  to  take  into  account  any  offer  to 
make  admiBsions. 


INTROD.  CHAP.  SECT.  III.  3 

m.  ITie  Character  of  the  Proceedings  in  aid  of  which 

Discovery  is  given. 

The  right  of  disooyeij  ezists  only  in  aid  of  oiYil  pro- 
oeedings. 

Not  in  aid  of  an  aotion  founded  on  a  felony :  Cartvfright  ▼.  Oreen^  8  Yes. 
405,  p.  408. 

If  a  bill  brought  for  reUel  against  a  proceeding  at  law  upon  a  oiiminal 
pioeeoation,  as  an  indictment  or  information,  or  a  mandatory  writ,  or  a  writ 
of  prohibition,  a  mandamus,  or  any  writ  which  is  mandatory  and  not  reme- 
dial, the  defendant  may  demur :  iSedes.  Fl.  138,  citing  M<mtague  y.  Dudmany 
2  Vee.  398 :  A.-O.  y.  JSeynolds,  1  £q[.  Ga.  Ab.  131 :  A.-G.  y.  Cleav&ry  18  Yes. 
220:  and  so  equally  it  is  conoeiyed  would  a  bill  of  disooyery  in  that 
behalf  haye  heea  demurrable.  In  Montague  y.  Dtidman,  Lord  Hardwicke 
said :  **  A  bill  of  discoyery  lies  here  in  aid  of  some  proceedings  in  this  court 
in  order  to  deliver  the  party  from  the  necessity  of  procuring  evidence,  or  to 
aid  the  prooeedings  in  some  suit  relating  to  a  dviT  right  in  a  court  of  law, 
as  an  action,  but  not  to  aid  the  prosecution  of  an  indictment  or  information, 
or  to  aid  the  defence  to  it.  It  is  said  this  is  a  mandamus  to  compel  the 
holding  a  court,  but  this  court  has  nothing  to  do  to  aid  the  disooyery  upon 
that."  But  a  mandamus  to  enforce  a  civil  right :  B.  y.  Amhergate  R.  Co,, 
17  Q.  B.  957 :  and  see  B.  y.  Cadogan,  5  B.  &  A.  902 :  1  D.  &  B.  550 :  and 
an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto :  B.  y.  Shellsg,  3  T.  B.  141 : 
B.Y.Babb,  ibid,  582:  B.  y.  Fumslly  1  Wils.  289:  W.  Bladkst.  45:  B.  y. 
l^ttatmioH,  2  Chitt.  386 :  have  been  reg^arded  as  civil  proceedings :  see  Tayl. 
Evid.  p.  1264 :  but  see  ^.-(?.  y.  Beynolds,  post,  p.  312.  Proceedings  in  me 
Divorce  Ck>urt  are  oivil:  Branford  y.  Branford,  4  P.  D.  72:  Mordaunt  y. 
MoHcriefe,  L.  B.,  2  H.  L.  So.  374. 

Afi  to  disooyery  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  a  bond  or  contract 
on  the  ground  of  its  illegal  or  immoral  nature. 

Where  a  defendant  had  a  good  defence  to  an  action  at  law  or  a  suit  in 
equity,  founded  upon  the  immoral,  or  otherwise  illegal,  nature  of  tiie  bond 
or  contract,  the  subject  of  the  action  or  suit,  he  hi^  a  right  in  a  court  of 
equity  to  a  discovery  in  support  of  that  defence,  though  a  bill  for  relief  (and 
discovery  in  aid)  founded  on  such  a  bond  or  contract  was  demurrable,  the 
distinction  being  that  in  the  one  case  the  law  would  not  enforce  a  bond  or 
contract  of  such  a  nature,  and,  tiierefore,  a  defence  put  in  for  the  purpose 
of  lowing  it  to  be  of  such  a  nature  was  sanctioned ;  but  in  the  otiier  case, 
equity  would  not  assist  the  party  in  seeking  relief  from  such  a  bond  or  con- 
tract: Benson  y.  Nettle/old,  3  M.  &  G.  94,  pp.  102—104:  reversmg,  ibid.  13 
Jur.  798,  where  Shadwell,  Y.-C,  had  recognized  no  distinction  between  the 
interference  of  a  court  of  equity  for  relief  and  for  discovery  in  such  a  case. 

A  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Loughborough  in  Franco  v.  Bolton,  3 
Yes.  pp.  371,  372,  was  referred  to  by  Lord  Truro  in  Benyonv,  Nettlefold,  as 
apparentiy  negativing  the  right  to  discoyery  in  such  a  case,  but  was  ex- 
plained 1^  him  as  bong  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  discovery  would,  in 
that  case,  have  exposed  the  party  to  penalties  (as  an  ecclesiastical  offence, 
see  pott,  p.  342),  the  defendant  there  being  the  woman  herself,  and  not,  as  in 
Benson  y.  Nettlefold,  a  mere  trustee  of  the  bond.  It  may,  however,  be  noted 
that  Lord  Loughborough,  at  p.  372,  says :  '*The  plaintiff  has  no  right  to 
call  upon  her  to  discover  that  turpitude  which  is  common  to  him  and  her." 
The  suit  was  against  a  woman  for  relief,  namely,  deliyery  up  of  a  bond 
given  to  her  for  an  immoral  consideration,  on  which  she  had  already  recoyered 
%  yerdlot  at  law,  the  plaintiff  having  put  in  a  plea  in  the  action  to  that  effect, 
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but  haTing  been  unable  to  support  it.  The  suit  was  held  demurrable,  partly 
on  a  tecnnical  groirnd,  not  necessary  here  to  be  considered.  Mr.  Hare 
(Hare,  p.  118)  refers  to  this  case  as  an  autboiity  for  the  proposition  that 
discoyery  would  not  be  granted  upon  an  immoral  contract ;  but  he  adds, 
that  where  the  bill  is  merely  for  discoverVi  it  may,  perhaps,  be  doubtful 
how  far  any  objectipn  on  these  gprounds  could  be  sustained,  if  they  did  not 
also  constitute  an  objection  at  law. 

Eqiiity  would  not  give  disooveiy  in  aid  of  an  action  which 
was  contrary  to  pubUo  poKoy :  Hare,  p.  118,  citing  King  v- 
ButTj  3  Mer.  693  (bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  action  to  recover 
expenses  incurred  under  a  contract  of  such  a  nature). 

It  would  give  no  assistance  to  discover  in  prejudice  of  the 
king's  charter :  Brooks  v.  Bradley ^  2  Ch.  Ca.  95  (bill  to  dis- 
cover goods  taken  by  the  defendant  out  of  the  plaintiff's  ship, 
the  defendant  pleading  authority  for  the  act  under  a  charter 
empowering  a  company  to  seize  ships  and  goods  of  any  person 
infringing  their  trade  monopoly). 

See  as  to  discovery  in  aid  of  actions  to  enforce  a  penalty  or 
forfeiture,  post,  p.  346. 

See  as  to  actions  for  tort  and  the  old  equity  practice  in  that 
respect^  poafy  p.  346. 


IV.  The  Old  (A.)  and  Present  (B.)  Practice  of  Discovery. 
(A.)  The  Old  Practice. 

Originally  the  common  law  courts  (except  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  on  its  equity  side,  prior  to  6  Vict.  c.  6),  possessed 
no  general  powers  of  enforcing  discovery,  but  only  certain 
very  limited  powers  of  ordering  inspection  of  particular  docu- 
ments, under  particular  circumstances,  and  in  favour  of  parti- 
cular persons,  (1)  under  the  practice  of  profert  and  oyer; 
(2)  under  what  was  called  their  equitable  jurisdiction  (as  to 
these  powers  see  postj  p.  264) ;  (3)  of  documents  of  a  public 
character,  such  as  court  rolls,  corporation  documents,  &c.,  by 
by  way  of  mandamus,  or  by  a  rule  in  the  action  itself  (see  as 
to  atn&postj  p.  281).  It  was  only  through  the  medium  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  that  any  general  right  of  discovery  could 
be  exercised.    A  party,  therefore,  to  an  action  at  common 
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bw  was,  as  a  rale^  obliged  to  oome  into  ohanceiy  if  lie  wiBhed 
to  get  disooveiy,  and  to  file  a  bill  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
getting  it.  The  jurisdiction  to  give  disooyery  in  chancery 
to  sustain  an  action  at  law  seems  to  date  back  as  far  as 
Henry  VI. :  Sp.  Eq.  Jur.  I.  p.  678. 

In  chancery,  on  the  other  hand,  discoveiy  was  of  the  yeiy 
essence  of  the  bill.  Every  bill  for  relief  in  equity  was,  in 
reality,  a  bill  for  discoyery :  Bedes.  PL  53 :  it  generally  re- 
quired the  defendant's  answer  on  oath :  Bedes.  PL  9 :  Hare, 
p.  1. 

By  14  &  15  Yict.  c.  99,  and  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1854,  powers,  extensive  indeed,  but  (and  see  Aste  y. 
Stunmorey  13  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  329,  330)  differing  widely  (in 
practice)  from  those  exercised  in  chancery,  were  conferred 
upon  the  courts  of  common  law.  The  sections  of  these  acts 
dealing  with  discovery  are  set  out  post^  -^PP-  Ch.  TL, :  and 
references  are  there  made  to  the  various  pages  where  the  / 
practice  thereunder  is  discussed.  -^ 


(B.)  The  Present  Practice. 

The  practice  of  discovery  in  every  (see  postj  3k,  HI. 
Gh.  ni.  specially  as  to  the  Admiralty,  Probate  and  Divorce 
Division)  division  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  is  now 
regulated  by  the  Jud.  Act,  and  the  orders  and  rules  made 
thereunder. 

The  authorities  cited  past  in  this  section  seem  to  show, 
(1)  that  the  orders  and  rules  are  to  be  administered  on 
chancery  principles ;  (2)  that  where  they  make  no  provision 
the  chancery,  as  well  as  the  common  law,  practice  survives ; 
(3)  that  where  these  practices  directly  conflict  the  chancery 
practice  is  to  prevail. 

In  framing  these  rules  (the  original  rules  of  Ord.  XXXT.) 
the  extended  principles  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  were  fol- 
lowed rather  than  the  narrower  practice  of  the  courts  of 
xommon  law  (under  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts),  though  that  w^s 
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itself  derived  from  the  praotioe  in  eqmty:  Brett,  M.  B.,  in 
JoncB  v.  Montevideo  Oaa  Oo.y  6  Q.  B.  D.  p.  558. 

In  Parker  v.  Welb,  18  Oh.  D.  p.  485,  Brett,  M.  E.,  observed 
ihat  there  having  been  a  difference  between  (he  rules  in 
ohanoery  and  at  oommon  law,  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Judicature  Aot  and  Eules  to  introduoe  a  new  intermediate 
practice,  and,  in  Bokkow  v.  Fisherj  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  168,  that 
the  questions  (that  is  to  say  of  practice,  not  of  principle) 
arising  as  to  interrogatories  and  discovery  were  governed, 
not  exclusively  by  what  was  the  practice  in  chaacery,  or 
exclusively  by  what  was  the  practice  at  common  law,  but 
by  the  rules  under  the  Judicature  Acts ;  and  see  the  same 
judge  in  Jones  v.  Montevideo  Gas  <7o.,  p.  558,  and  Kearsley  v. 
PhilKpSy  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  466  :  and  see  Bowea,  L.  J.,  in  Aste 
V.  Stunmorcy  13  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  329, 330. 

But  where  no  provision  is  made  by  the  aot  or  rules  the  old 
procedure  and  practice  remains  in  force :  see  note  to  old  rules 
(and  Jud.  Act,  1875,  s.  21 :  and  Ord.  LXXTT.  r.  2  of  the 
new  rules,  providing  that  where  no  provision  is  made  by  the 
acts  or  these  rules  the  present  procedure  and  practice  remains 
in  force)  cited  by  Jessel,  M.  E.,  in  Church  v.  Wilson^  9  Oh.  D. 
p.  554 ;  and  not  only  the  chancery  procedure  and  practice, 
except  so  far  as  it  is  altered  by  express  rules :  see  Jessel,  M.  E. 
in  A.  G.  V.  GaskiUy  20  Oh.  D.  pp.  525,  526 :  Lindley,  L.  J., 
ibid.  p.  530 ;  but  also  the  common  law  procedure  and  practice 
where  it  does  not  actually  conflict  with  the  chancery  procedure 
and  practice  (see  next  paragraphs  as  to  conflicting  rules),  for 
instance,  the  clauses  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act  (but  now  repealed, 
46  &  47  Vict.  c.  49),  where  they  do  not  conflict  with  the  rules 
of  equity :  see  Jessel,  M.  E.,  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia^  2  Oh.  D.  p.  654 :  or  where  it  is  more  convenient : 
see  Newhigginy  8fc.  Co.  v.  Armstrongy  13  Oh.  D.  310:  and 
see  the  next  paragraphs.  "  The  right  to  discovery  is  con- 
ferred in  affirmative  terms  and  in  such  manner  as  not  to 
exclude  all  other  modes  of  discovery.  The  preface  to  the 
rules  declares  this  in  the  most  explicit  words,  and  I  may  say, 
as  chairman  of  the  original  committee  which  framed  the  rules, 
that  I  knew  at  the  time,  and  every  other  member  of  the  com«- 
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miitee  knew^  that  a  veiy  large  body  of  praotioe  was  left  iin- 
proyided  for  by  the  roles :"  Jessel,  M.  E.,  in  China  Steamship 
Co.  V.  Commereialy  8fc,  Co.y  8  Q.  B.  D.  p.  145,  referring  to 
West  of  England^  8fc.  Bank  v.  Canton  Insurance  Co.,  2  Ex.  D. 
472 :  and  see  Cooke  v.  Oceanic  Steam  Co.,  W.  N.  75,  p.  220, 
referred  iQpost,  p.  84. 

Wbere  there  is  any  oonfliot  or  varianoe  between  the  rules 
of  common  law  and  equity  with  reference  to  the  same  matter, 
the  rules  of  equity  are  to  prevail :  Jud.  Act,  s.  25,  sub-s.  11, 
cited  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Bustros  v.  WhitCy  1  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  426,  and  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbiaj  2  Oh.  D. 
p.  654:  by  Mellish,  L.  J.,  ibid.  p.  658:  and  Baggallay, 
L.  J.,  in  Bolckwo  v.  Fisher,  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  166.  And  by 
rules  are  meant  rather  rules  of  law  than  of  mere  practice,  for 
in  Newbiggin,  8fc.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  ante,  it  was  laid  down 
that  in  oases  of  variance  the  more  convenient  practice  should 
be  adopted.  In  a  question  of  principle  affecting  the  produc- 
tion of  documents,  Brett,  M.  B.,  in  Kearsky  v.  Phillips,  10 
Q.  B.  D.  p.  466  (see  post,  p.  194),  held  that  the  court  was 
bound  to  look  at  the  decisions  in  chancery  to  ascertain  the 
principles  on  which  it  should  act.  Grove,  J.,  referring  to  the 
section,  and  in  particular  the  word  "  generally,"  said  that  it 
had  never  been  decided  to  what  extent  the  practice  in  chancery 
with  respect  to  interrogatories  was  to  prevail,  and  that  he 
could  find  no  case  deciding  that  they  were  literally  and  abso« 
lutely  bound  by  the  chancery  practice :  Dalrymple  v.  Leslie, 
7  Q.  B.  D.  p.  7  {Bedpost,  p.  131,  as  to  the  question  in  this  case). 

It  is  only  when  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  conflict  or  are 
at  variance  in  reference  to  the  same  matter  that  the  rules  of 
equity  are  to  prevail.  It  can  never  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  Jud.  Act  that  equity  principles  and  practice  of  dis- 
covery should  be  pitchforked  into  every  common  law  action, 
or  should  govern  the  production  of  documents  of  a  character, 
under  ciroumstances  of  a  nature,  altogether  different  from 
those  contemplated  or  obtaining  at  equity.  Where  the  equity 
praotioe  (and  see  Newbiggin,  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  ante,  as  to 
rules  of  practice)  is  practically  silent,  there  is  no  reason  why 
it  should  be  imported  so  as  to  override  the  common  law  prao- 
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tioe  on  those  points.  In  applying  the  rules  of  Ord.  XXXI., 
the  different  natures  of  common  law  and  chancery  actions 
have  been  ta^en  into  account :  see  Mercier  v.  Cottony  1  Q.  B. 
D.  p.  442 :  A.  O.  v.  GasMll,  20  Oh.  D.  p.  630,  and  po%ty 
p.  95.  But  the  rule  as  to  interrogatories  and  discovery  is 
the  same  in  chancery  and  common  law  actions :  Brett,  M.  B., 
in  Bokkow  v.  Msher,  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  168. 

The  Jud.  Act  was  only  one  of  procedure,  and  was  not  in- 
tended to  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties :  I^ell  v.  Kennedy^ 
20  Oh.  D.  pp.  489,  491 :  Kearsley  v.  PhillipSj  10  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  466 :  Runnings  v.  Williamson^  ibid,  p.  459. 

In  Lyell  y.  Kennedy,  8  App.  Gas.  pp.  233,  234,  Lord  Fitzgperald  considered 
that,  BO  far  as  discoyery  and  administering  interrogatories  were  concerned, 
the  rules  did  make  an  alteration  as  to  what  had  been  caUed  "right ;"  for 
example,  that  equity  would  not  enforce  discovery  in  aid'  of  an  action  in 
respect  of  a  mere  torb,  whereas,  under  the  present  procedure,  a  plaintiff  in 
sudi  an  action  might  obtain  such  discovery :  (on  which  it  may  be  observed 
that  though  that  is  so,  he  might  equally  have  ootained  it  under  the  C.  L.  P. 
Act :  see  poit,  pp.  346 — 347 :  it  is  not,  therefore,  an  instance  of  a  new  right 
conferred  by  the  Judicature  Act) :  the  learned  baron  also  doubted  whether 
an  increased  power  to  exhibit  interrogatories  to  the  defendant,  and  enforce 
discovery  as  to  the  plaintiff's  title,  or  vice  versd.,  was  an  int^erence  with 
the  right  of  the  parties  interrogated,  or  was  more  than  an  alteration  of  pro- 
cedure, for  that  since  the  passing  of  the  Evidence  Amendment  Acts  makmg 
all  parties  competent  witnesses,  there  could  hasdly  be  a  ri^ht  in  any  litigant 
to  refuse  to  answer  proper  interrogatories  where  he  was  hable  to  be  called 
as  a  witness  and  examined  viv&  voce  to  the  same  matters,  and  he  con- 
sidered that  the  intention  of  the  Judicature  Act  and  Rules  was  to  give  the 
litigant  in  aU  cases  a  right  to  interrogate  his  adversary  as  to  every  relevant 
matter  on  which  he  could  examine  him,  if  he  thought  fit  to  call  him  as  his 
witness  at  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

The  right  of  discovery  under  the  present  (that  is  to  say, 
the  old  rules  before  they  were  altered  in  1883)  Rules  of  the 
Supreme  Court  is  not,  in  principle,  more  extensive  than  it 
formerly  was  in  the  Court  of  Chancery :  Lord  Selbome  in 
Lyell  V.  Kennedy^  8  App.  Cafi.  p.  223.  But  qu.  whether 
the  rights  under  the  Judicature  Act  are  to  be  limited  to  those 
existing  in  ohanoeiy.  In  the  same  ease  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  pp.  488 — 491,  Jessel,  M.  E.,  and  Brett,  L.  J.,  con- 
sidered (citing  Horton  v.  Bott^  2  H.  &  N.  249)  that  the 
C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  was  only  an  enactment  as  to  procedure, 
and  was  not  intended  to  affect  rights,  p.  490 ;  that  the  pro- 
cedure thereby  provided  was  a  mere  substitute  for  the  old 
procedure  in  equity,  p.  488 ;  that  it  conferred  no  powers  of 
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disoovery  which  were  not  possessed  by  courts  of  equity, 
p.  490,  and  that  if  the  right  did  not  exist  in  equity  before 
the  passing  of  that  act  it  did  not  exist  at  all ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  right  to  administer  interrogatories  stood 
exactly  on  the  same  footing  as  the  right  to  file  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery, p.  489.  This  statement,  howeyer,  must  be  qualified 
in  some  respects.  In  administering  the  powers  conferred 
upon  4}hem  by  sects.  50  and  51  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854 
(and,  in  the  opinion  of  some  judges  also,  by  sect.  6  of  the 
0.  L.  P.  Act,  1851),  the  judges  considered  that  they  were 
not  bound  by  the  practice  in  equity :  see  the  judgments  of 
Brett,  M.  R.,  and  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  in  Hill  v.  Campbell^  L.  E., 
10  0.  P.  222,  and  post^  p.  460,  n. :  though  they  were  by  the 
principles :  Pye  v.  Butterfieldj  5  B.  &  S.  p.  837 :  34  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  pp.  19,  20 :  and  one  respect  in  which  they  thought 
themselves  at  liberty  to  diverge  from  this  practice  was  clearly 
a  matter  of  right  and  not  of  mere  procedure,  namely,  the 
practice  of  allowing  disoovery  to  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
personal  tort :  see  posty  p.  347,  and  ante :  and  this  right  has 
survived  the  Jud.  Act,  see  post^  p.  347. 

The  rights  of  discovery  imder  the  present  procedure  are 
therefore,  it  is  conceived,  not  merely  the  rights  which  for- 
merly existed  in  chancery,  as  expressed  in  the  above  cited 
dictum  of  Lord  Selbome.  Wherever  a  party  would  have 
had  a  right  to  discovery  according  to  the  law  and  practice 
before  the  Jud.  Act,  either  at  equity  or  at  common  law  (and 
whether  under  the  0.  L.  P.  Acts,  or  under  profert  and  oyer, 
or  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction :  see  posty  p.  264, 
or  under  the  practice  relating  to  documents  of  a  public  cha- 
racter: seeposty  p.  281),  it  is  conceived  that  he  woidd  have  a 
right  to  discovery  under  the  present  procedure.  And  this 
seems  to  have  been  the  view  taken  by  Watkin  Williams,  J., 
and  Mathew,  J.,  in  Hunninga  v.  WilUamaony  10  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  464,  though  at  another  stage  of  the  case  Manisty,  J.,  and 
Stephen,  J.,  pp.  460 — 462,  seem  to  have  tested  the  right  to 
discovery  in  the  action  (for  penalties,  see  post^  p.  345)  by 
reference  only  to  the  chancery  practice. 


10  DISOOVBRT. 

DisooYOiy  oould  and  can  Btill  be  enforced  in  separate  pro- 
ceedings instituted  for  the  sole  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
discovery.  But  now  that  every  division  (see  post,  Bk.  III. 
Chap.  III.  as  to  the  Adm.,  Frob.  and  Div.  Division)  of  the 
High  Court  of  Justice  possesses  equal  powers  of  compelling 
discovery  in  the  proceedings  before  it,  an  action  for  discovery 
will  be  of  rare  occurrence :  see  Reiner  v.  Salisbury y  2  Ch.  D. 
378 :  Orr  v.  Dinper,  4  Ch.  D.  92 :  Bmtros  v.  White,  1  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  426 :  and  Bk.  III.  Ch.  X.  It  was  held,  by  Lush,  L.  J.,  in 
JRamsden  v.  Brearky,  33  L.  T.  322,  that  the  effect  of  sub-s.  7 
of  sect.  24  of  the  Jud.  Act  was  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the 
court,  before  whom  a  cause  or  matter  was  pending,  to  order 
in  that  cause  or  matter  all  discovery  in  aid  of  the  claim  or 
defence  which  could,  before  the  act,  have  been  obtained  by  a 
bill  of  discovery ;  as,  for  instance,  a  bill  of  discovery  under 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  19,  relating  to  newspaper  libels  (as  to 
which,  see^M^,  p,  330). 

Actions  for  discoveiy  alone  are  considered  post,  in  Bk.  IH. 
Chap.  X. 

The  main  portion  of  this  work  deals  with  the  right  to 
require,  and  the  obligation  to  give,  discovery  where  it  is 
sought  in  the  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  which  it  is 
required. 

Discovery  may  be  had  for  the  purpose  of  proceedings  other 
than  actions :  see  post,  Bk.  III.  Chap.  Y. :  and,  after  decree 
or  order,  in  an  action  as  well  as  before  decree  or  order :  see 
pasty  Bk.  III.  Chap.  IV. :  it  may  also  be  had  for  the  purpose 
of  interlocutory  applications :  see  poat^  p.  162.  But  the  prin- 
cipal use  of  discovery  is  in  an  action,  and  in  view  of  the 
hearing  or  trial. 


(  11  ) 


BOOK  L 

THE  BIGHT  OF  DISCOVEBY  IN  AN  ACTION.* 


CHAPTER  I. 

THB  EXTENT  OB  SCOPS  OF  THE  BIGHT. 

In  an  action  for  relief  the  court  lias  power  to  enforce  in 
f ayour  of  a  party  to  tliat  action  from  an  opposite  party  (see 
pasty  Chap.  III.  Sect.  11.  (p.  57),  as  to  whether  or  to  what 
extent  from  any  party)  all  discovery  relating  to  any  matter 
in  question  between  them  (see^o^^.  Chap.  HE.  Sect.  II.  (p.  59), 
as  to  whether  or  to  what  extent  between  himself  and  another 
party)  in  that  action. 

A  party  to  an  action  for  relief  is  entitled  as  of  right  (note 
on  next  page)  to  have  from  the  opposite  party  in  that  action 
all  (subject  to  established  exceptions,  see  post^  p.  309)  dis- 
covery material  for  the  determination  of  any  matter  in  ques- 
tion certainly  about  to  come  on  for  trial  between  them  in 
that  action. 

In  Wigr.  the  principles  are  laid  down  in  the  form  of  the  two  f oUowing 
propositionB : — **  Hie  pleadings  in  a  cause  and  rules  of  practice  unconnected 
frita  tiie  laws  of  discoTery  determine  a  priori  what  question  or  questions  in 
the  cause  shall  first  come  on  for  trial :  and  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  dis- 
oovery  is  in  aU  oases  confined  to  the  question*  or  questions  in  the  cause, 
which  according  to  the  pleadings  and  practice  of  the  courts  is  or  are  about 
to  come  on  for  trial.  It  is  the  right,  as  a  general  rule,  of  a  plaintiff  in 
equity  to  exact  from  the  defendant  a  discoyery  on  oath  as  to  all  matters  of 
fact  which,  being  well  pleaded  in  the  bill,  are  material  to  the  plaintiff's  case 
about  to  come  on  for  trial,  and  which  the  defendant  does  not  by  his  form  of 
pleading  admit."  And  in  a  note  it  is  added  that  the  result  of  the  observa- 
tioiis  on  the  first  two  propositions  is,  that  it  is  the  ri^ht  of  a  pluntiff  to 
haye  eyery  question  in  the  cause  as  it  oomes  on  for  tnal  tried  upon  a  full 
answer  eocpraes  or  implied. 


*  **  Action  shall  mean  a  ciyil  proceeding  commenced  br  writ,  or  in  such 
other  wift^nnor  as  may  be  prescribed  by  Rules  of  Court ;  and  shall  not  include 
a  criminal  proceeding  by  the  orown : "  Jud.  Act,  s.  100. 
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These  propositionB  have  been  departed  from,  for  the  following  reasonB 
among  owers:  Firstlj,  the  expresaiona  ''plaintiff"  and  ''bill"  are  in- 
applicable to  the  present  prooeaure.  A  defendant  to  an  action  is  not  now 
obliged  to  torn  hmiself  into  a  plaintiff,  and  file  a  bill  in  order  to  get  dis- 
covery. Secondly,  it  is  desired  to  emphasize  more  markedly  the  distinction 
between  discoyery  required  for  the  determination  of  an  issue  about  to  be 
tried,  and  that  required  only  if  the  party  succeeds  in  that  issue,  whether  as 
being  part  of  the  relief  sought,  or  as  assisting  him  in  his  decree,  or  whether 
as  being  required  for  the  determination  only  of  some  secondary  issue.  Dis- 
covery of  the  former  kind  is  the  party's  absolute  right :  *  discovery  of  the 
latter  kind  may  be  for  the  time  being  withheld  at  the  court's  discretion. 
Under  the  old  ^ancery  practice,  as  will  be  seen  (post,  Chap.  II.),  the  distinc- 
tion between  these  two  kinds  of  discovery,  though  recognized  in  principle 
fsee  Wigr.  PI.  90),  could  not  be  carried  into  practical  effect  with  the  same 
needom  as  is  possible  under  the  present  procedure,  unless  the  defendant 
were  able  by  demurrer  or  plea  to  arrest  the  trial  of  the  secondary  issues,  or 
the  other  matters  to  which  the  discovery  related. 

In  the  second  of  the  propositions  in  Wigram  cited  above,  and  also  in  his 
third  proposition  cited  post,  p.  444,  it  wul  be  observed  that  the  learned 
author  determines  the  relevancy  of  discovery  by  reference  to  the  case  of  the 
party  seeking  it,  rather  than  by  reference  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the 
action :  and  he  gives  (in  pi.  314)  as  his  reason  for  doing  so  that  he  may  by 
contrast  exclude  those  cases  to  which  the  party's  right  to  discovery  does  not 
extend,  namely  the  evidences  exclusively  relating  to  the  opponent's  case. 
It  is,  however,  plain  from  the  general  scope  of  the  book  (see  pi.  299  for 
instance)  that  the  meaning  which  he  attaches  to  the  expression  "  the  party's 
own  case  "  is  not  in  principle  different  from  that  of  the  expression  "  matter 
in  question  in  the  action  "  here  adopted.  It  must  also  be  remembered  that 
under  the  chancery  practice  a  plaintiff  ex  necessitate  rei  had  to  deliver  his 
interrogatories  before  the  defence  was  put  in,  and  therefore  their  relevancy 
oould  only  be  referred  to  the  plaintiff's  statement  of  his  case  in  the  bill  (and 
I  see  further  as  to  this  point,  post,  pp.  16,  n.,  36,  96,  and  specially  in  connection 
with  the  old  defence  of  a  pure  affirmative  plea).  Under  the  present  practice 
interrogatories  are  ordinarily  delivered  at  any  time  up  to  the  close  of  the 
pleadings  (and  even  afterwards  under  special  circumstances),  and  in  deter- 
mining their  relevancy  reference  may  and  should  be  made  to  all  the  plead- 
ings then  in  existence  and  the  matters  thereby  put  in  question.  See  further 
as  to  what  are  the  matters  so  put  in  question  and  the  party's  right  to 
discovery  relating  thereto,  post,  pp.  464,  600.  No  doubt  the  plaintiff's  case 
under  such  circumstances  is  not  confined  to  the  statement  in  his  bill,  but 
embraces  all  his  pleadings,  as  pointed  out  in  Wigr.  PI.  95  (and  see  note  to 
Bedes.  Fl.  244)  in  reference  to  the  old  common  law  pleading  (and  see  further, 
postf  p.  36).    Still,  on  the  whole,  the  expression  seems  more  appropriate  if 


*  The  necessity  of  applying  for  leave  to  administer  interrogatories  under 
the  present  rule  1  of  Ord.  XXXI.  (aeepost,  p.  90),  is  not  intended,  it  is  con- 
ceived, to  take  away  the  primd  facie  right  of  the  party  to  discovery,  but 
only  to  prevent  the  opposite  party  from  being  harassed  with  interrogatories 
which  are  really  not  required  for  the  purpose  of  justice  (see  Aste  v;  Stunmore, 
post,  p.  92,  and  the  cases  under  this  rule,  post,  pp.  92,  93).  An  order 
for  an  affidavit  of  documents  was  under  the  old  rule  a  matter  of  course  if 
the  stagfe  of  action  were  proper:  and  qu.  whether  not  equally  under  the 
present  rule,  but  see  post,  p.  166.  And  see  as  to  the  party's  absolute 
light  to  production  of  all  relevant  documents  under  those  roles,  and  in 
chancery  before  the  Judicature  Act,  contrasted  with  the  discretionary  power 
'of  the  judge  under  the  G.  L.  P.  Acts,  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of 
British  Columbia,  2  Ch.  D.  p.  664 :  Bustros  v.  WhiU,  1  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  425,  426 : 
and  post,  p.  152.  In  chancery,  discovery  was  technically  as  oi  right :  see 
•Wigr.  H.  86,  $9. 
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not  more  correct.  It  ib  also  the  enression  used  in  rules  1, 12  and  14  of  Ord. 
XXXI. :  see  posi^  App.  Ch.  II.  Sect.  19  of  the  Gh.  P.  Act  directed  that  the 
relevancy  of  a  defendant's  interrogatories,  vrhere  founded  on  a  condse  state- 
ment, should  be  determined  by  reference  to  the  statements  in  the  bill  and 
the  defendant's  answer  thereto.  In  sects.  18  and  20  of  that  act  (production 
of  documents)  the  expression  was  '*  relating  to  any  matter  in  dispute  in  the- 
suit" ;  in  sect.  6  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  1851  (inspection)  <*  relating  to  such 
action;  in  sect.  50  of  the  G.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  (discoyery  and  inspection) 
"relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  "  (see  all  these  sections,  p<^tf  App.  Ch.  U.). 

Further,  the  expression  more  naturally  includes  two  undoubted  provinces 
of  discovery,  namely,  the  right  which  a  party  has  to  make  his  opponent 
pledge  his  oath  to  the  truth  of  his  case  by  the  machinery  of  discovery 
(see  post,  p.  448),  and  the  ri^ht  which  he  has  to  discovery  of  matter  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  or  repdling  his  opponent's  title  or  case,  see  poat^  p.  468. 

See  v^sopoUy  pp.  18 — 19,  483,  as  bearing  on  this  question. 

In  the  common  law  courts  the  habit  of  referring  the  relevancy  of  discovery 
to  the  party's  own  case  tended  in  many  cases  to  undue  restriction  of  the 
right  to  discovery  {jieepost^  pp.  460,  511),  and  in  one  case  to  the  suggestion 
of  a  proposition  involving  a  total  misconception  of  the  practice  of  discovery, 
namely,  that  a  document  which  exclusively  evidenced  the  opponent's  case  was 
irrelevant :  Adama  v.  Lhyd,  3  H.  &  N.  pp.  364,  367. 


L  General  Considerations  as  to  the  Stage  of  the  Action  at  which 

Discovery  can  be  required. 

To  a  question  of  pure  law  no  disooveiy  can  obviously  be 
Tolevant.  It  is  only,  therefore,  where  there  is  some  question 
of  fact  in  dispute  that  disoovery  can  possibly  be  required. 

Now,  if  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  matters  of  fact  will  be  in 
question  in  the  action,  or  if  there  is  no  matter  of  fact  about 
to  be  in  question  in  the  action  at  all,  it  would  seem  to  foUow 
logically  that  no  discovery  of  any  kind  can  be  had.  And 
this  is  so  generally  in  practice.  Until  statement  of  claim  (in 
an  action  which  requires  a  statement  of  claim)  delivered  (and 
sometimes  even  until  statement  of  defence)  it  is  generally 
impossible  to  say  whether  any  matters  of  fact  will  ever  be 
in  question  at  all,  or  at  any  rate  in  what  precise  shape  they 
will  be  presented.  There  will  therefore  generally  be  no  right 
to  disoovery  (by  a  plaintiff  and  of  course  not  by  a  defendant) 
at  that  stage  of  the  action :  see  as  to  interrogatories  post^ 
p.  96:  as  to  documents  j9o«f,  pp.  159, 160. 

Another  light  in  which  the  objection  to  discovery  being 
required  at  this  stage  has  been  regarded,  is  that  the  right  to 
disooveiy  is  limited  to  supporting  a  definite  case  set  up,  and 
does  not  extend  to  fishing  out  a  case  from  the  opponent ;  and 
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tihieref ore  a  party  cannot  have  discovery  before  he  has  stated 
his  case,  whether  in  the  claim  jas  phdntiS  or  the  defence  as 
defendant :  see  posty  pp.  16,  98, 161,  461 :  and  p.  37,  citing 
Fry,  L.  J.,  in  Whyte  v.  Ahrens. 

Again,  the  claim  or  defence  when  put  in  may  be  open  to 
objections  on  the  face  of  it.  Objections  of  this  kind,  although 
directly  to  the  form  or  nature  of  the  action  or  the  defence 
to  it,  wiU  be  indirectly  effectual  to  destroy  or  suspend  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  the  case  may  be,  to 
discovery  of  any  kind,  for  they  operate  to  prevent  for  a 
time  or  altogether  the  putting  in  question  of  any  matter  of 
fact.  ' 

Now,  under  the  old  chancery  practice,  the  discovery  given 
by  a  defendant  was  combined  with  his  defence  to  the  action, 
and  formed  practically  a  part  of  the  pleadings  under  the 
name  of  the  answer.  In  any  treatise  on  discoveiy,  therefore, 
it  was  essential  to  enter  somewhat  fully  into  the  rules  of 

nary  issues  of  law  or  of  fact  could  be  raised  were  by  demurrer 
or  plea.  Such  was  the  technical  strictness  of  procedure,  that 
if  once  these  stages  were  passed  by,  and  a  party  submitted  to 
answer,  it  was  held  that  he  must  answer  fully,  that  is,  to  the 
whole  biU.  If  a  party  wished  to  say,  "  There  is  a  preliminary 
point  which  must  be  decided  in  your  favour  before  you  are 
entitled  to  put  me  on  my  defence  in  respect  of  this  issue  and 
get  discoveiy  in  relation  thereto,"  he  could  in  strictness  only 
say  so  on  demurrer  or  plea.  When  once  the  stage  of  answer 
was  reached,  aU  issues  stood  on  the  same  footing ;  none  could 
be  classified  as  preliminary  :  see  Wigr.  PI.  44,  48 — 52,  266  : 
Lancaster  v.  JEwrSy  1  Ph.  349  :  Swinborne  v.  Nelson j  16  Beav. 
p.  427 :  Taylor  v.  Milnery  11  Ves.  42 :  and  see  posty  p.  30. 
Under  the  present  procedure  discoveiy  is  separated  entirely 
from  the  pleadings,  and  facilities  are  afforded  by  the  rules  of 
the  Jud.  Act  for  raising  preliminary  issues,  both  of  law  and 
fact,  at  various  stages  of  the  proceedings,  and  postponing  all 
discovery  not  required  therefor :  eeeposty  Chap.  IE.  Although, 
therefore,  imdoubtedly  the  effect  of  interposing  at  an  early 
stage  a  valid  objection  to  the  raising  of  the  issues  of  fact 
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whioh  it  is  attempted  to  raise  is  to  escape  altogether,  or  tem- 
porarily,  the  obligation  of  giving  disooveiy  in  relation  thereto, 
and  therefore  may,  in  a  sense,  be  regarded  as  an  objection  to 
disoovery,  any  consideration  of  the  practice  on  these  points 
would  be  outside  the  subject  of  discovery.  It  is  sufficient  to 
say  that,  pending  any  application  raising  an  objection  to  any 
portion  of  the  adversary's  case  as  set  forth  in  his  pleadings, 
no  discovery  of  matters  relating  to  the  portion  so  covered 
would,  as  a  rule,  be  enforced  on  the  broad  ground  that  the 
matters  of  fact  to  which  it  may  relate  are  not  about  to  be  in 
question  in  the  action,  or  that  for  the  purpose  of  the  prelimi- 
nary issue  (and  especially  in  the  case  of  a  demurrer  under  the 
old  practice)  those  facts  may  be  assumed  to  be  as  alleged,  and 
therefore  no  proof  of  them  is  needed  ;  see  Dan.  Ch.  Fr.  466, 
629,  535,  536 :  Wigr.  PL  97,  98  ;  and  Wigr.  prop,  ii.,  cited 
ante,  p.  11.* 

But  if  no  legal  preliminary  objection  can  be  raised,  and 
the  stage  of  the  action  at  which  discovery  is  sought  is  proper, 
any  objection  must  be  founded  upon  the  nature  of  the  par- 
ticular discovery  sought.  For,  it  being  no  longer  possible  to 
say  either  that  it  is  not  known  what  matters  of  fact  will  be 
in  question,  or  that  there  is  no  matter  of  fact  about  to  be  in 
question  in  the  action  at  all,  it  can  only  be  urged  that  the 
particular  disoovery  sought  does  not  relate  to  the  matters  of 
&ot  which  are  about  to  be  in  question  in  the  action,  or  is 
objectionable  on  other  internal  grounds.  If  the  discovery 
required  is  relevant  to  the  issues  of  fact  about  to  be  raised 
then,  subject  to  established  exceptions  (see  past,  Bk.  II.),  it 
must  be  given.  If  the  party  does  not  choose  to  raise  any 
objection  which  he  might  raise  to  the  issue  itself,  he  cannot 
raise  such  objection  to  giving  the  discovery  relevant  to  the 
issue.  The  objection  is  to  the  issue  being  raised,  and  not  to 
the  discovery.     If  he  intends  to  allow  the  issue  to  be  raised, 

*  It  may  here  be  observed  that  xmder  the  old  ohanoery  practice  a  pure 
afBzmatiye  plea  took  away  a  plaintiff's  right  to  all  discoyery  on  the  tedmical 
ground  that  he  wae  entitled  to  disooyery  only  to  sapport  me  matters  stated 
in  his  bill,  and  these  were  admitted  for  the  pnxpose  ox  the  plea.  Under  the 
present  practloe  it  is  oonoeiyed  {aeepoitf  pp.  35,  464,  600)  that  he  has  a  right 
to  diflooyery  to  disproye  the  plea. 
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the  giving  of  the  difiooveiy  follows  as  a  matter  of  oourse :  he 
cannot  withhold  from  the  adversflury  the  means  of  proving  his 
case  npon  that  issue:  see  Morgan  v.  SarriSy  2  B.  0.  0.  p. 
123 :  i)ell  v.  Jlale^  2  Y.  &  0.  0.  C.  p.  4 :  post,  p.  19 :  and 
Lyell  V.  Kennedy  (cited /?as^,  p.  892). 

There  is  a  class  of  actions  which  stand,  to  a  certain  extent, 
by  themselves,  namely,  what  are  called  fishing  actions.  Dis- 
covery is  given  in  courts  of  equity  to  assist  a  plaintiff  in 
proving  a  known  case,  and  not  to  assist  hi-m  in  a  mere  roving 
speculation,  the  object  of  which  is  to  see  whether  he  can  fish 
out  a  case :  Wigr.  PL  203 :  Qourley  v.  PUmsollf  L.  E.,  8  0.  P. 
p.  374 :  Hare  on  Disoov.  p.  186 :  and  see  ante,  p.  13  :  post, 
p.  37,  citing  Fry,  L.  J.,  in  Whyte  v.  Ahrem  :  and  posty  pp. 
98,  461,  511 :  and  see  generally  as  to  fishing  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  land,  pasty  Bk.  II.  Chap.  III.  Pt.  3. 


\ 


II.  As  to  what  is  relevant  or  material  Discovery.  {As  to 
whether  or  to  what  extent  a  party^s  right  to  discovery  is 
limited  to  that  which  is  relevant  to  some  matter  in  question 
between  himself  and  the  party  from  whom  /le  seeks  ity  see 
post.  Chap.  III.  Sect.  II.) 

See  antCy  p.  12,  as  to  referring  the  relevancy  of  discovery 
to  the  matters  in  question  and  not  to  the  case  of  the  party 
seeking  discovery :  and  see  post,  p.  18. 

The  words  "  material,  relevant,  pertinent,"  are  used  indis* 
criminately.  "  Relevant "  means  "material"  or  "pertinent" 
(see  as  to  a  special  use  of  the  word  "impertinence,"  posty 
p.  122) :  see  Hare,  p.  188 :  and  Allhusen  v.  Laboticherey 
3  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  661,  665,  666  :  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbiay  2  Ch.  J),  p.  656 :  and  Fisher  v.  Oweny  8  Ch.  D. 
p.  651 :  where  all  these  words  are  used  without  any  distinctive 
meaning. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  discovery  of  matters  charged 
in  the  bill,  provided  they  were  necessary  to  ascertain  facts 
material  to  the  merits  of  his  case  and  to  enable  him  to  obtain 
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a  decree :  Eedes.  PL  306 :  Finch  v.  Finch^  2  Ves.  p.  492  : 
material  to  the  relief  prayed  by  the  bill:  Redes.  PL  191 ; 
Wood  V.  HitchitiSy  3  Beav.  604 :  if  it  oould  be  supposed  that  the 
discovery  might  be  directly  or  indirectly  material  to  the  plaintiff 
(in  a  bill  of  discovery)  in  support  or  defence  of  any  action : 
Bedes.  PL  193.  The  discovery  must  be  material  to  the  proof  of 
the  plaintiff's  (that  is  to  say,  the  party  seeking  discovery  whether 
plaintiff  or  defendant :  see  Wigr.  PL  11, 186)  case,  and  to  the 
relief  (if  any)  prayed  by  him :  it  was  not  sufficient  that  it  was 
merely  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  suit :  Wigr.  PL  224, 
243.  Nothing  is  irrelevant  which  may  have  an  influence 
upon  the  suit  attending  to  the  nature  of  it :  8t.  John  v.  St. 
John,  11  Ves.  p.  539.  .  If  the  matter  as  to  which  discovery  is 
sought  may  be  directly  or  indirectly  material  for  arriving  at 
a  decision,  the  defendant  must  give  the  discovery :  Bkckley 
V.  RytneTj  4  Dr.  p.  252. 

See  further  illustrations  of  relevancy  or  materiality  in  con- 
nection with  interrogatories,  postj  p.  113 :  with  the  production 
of  documents,  jE70«^,  p.  183:  and  see  also  the  cases  dtedpos^, 
pp.  32—34. 

For  two  reasons  the  courts  dealt  with  these  questions  of 
immateriality  or  irrelevancy,  and  so  to  some  extent  under 
the  present  practice,  see  Lyell  v.  Kemudy  (cited  ^o«^,  p.  392), 
with  great  latitude.  In  the  first  place,  there  was  the  technical 
rule  requiring  a  full  answer:  and  in  the  second  place,  the 
plaintiff  ex  necessitate  rei  filed  his  interrogatories  before  the 
answer  was  put  in,  and  before,  therefore,  it  could  be  seen 
what  the  ultimate  issues  would  be,  or  what  the  ultimate 
relief  to  which  he  might  be  entitled.  At  this  early  stage  of 
the  action  it  was  impossible  to  say  precisely  what  might  or 
might  not  be  material.  The  court  could  not  go  into  the 
whole  merits  of  the  case  for  this  purpose;  and,  therefore, 
unless  the  immateriality  of  the  discovery  was  clear,  or  unless 
the  discovery  was  open  to  some  other  objection,  it  would  not 
interfere  or  relieve  the  defendant  from  his  obligation  to  make 
a  full  answer:  see  A,  O.  v.  Bickards,  6  Beav.  449 — 451 : 
Reeves  v.  Baker^  13  Beav.  pp.  439 — 44 1 :  Hoffmann  v.  Postil^ 

D.  c 
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L.  E.,  4  Oh.  679,  680 :  Tipping  v.  Clarke,  2  Ha.  p.  390— 
391 :  Carver  v.  Pinto  Leite,  L.  E.,  7  Oh.  p.  77 :  Hare, 
p.  196 :  Bishop  of  London  v.  Fytclie,  1  B.  0.  0.  96 :  and  see 
pozt^  p.  111.  Where  the  discovery  was  a  matter  of  in- 
differenoe  to  the  party  of  whom  it  was  sought,  the  oourt  did 
not  weigh  in  golden  scales  the  question  of  materiality  or 
immateriality :  Moore  v.  Craven^  L.  E.,  7  Oh.  p.  96,  n. : 
Carver  v.  Pinto  Leite,  ibid.  p.  97 :  and  see  post,  p.  31.  If 
it  might  be  useful  in  obtaining  any  relief  which  the  plain- 
ti£E  might  obtain :  see  Hamhrook  v.  Smithy  17  Sim.  p.  214 : 
if  the  matter  be  pertinent  according  to  any  decree  that  might 
be  made  within  the  scope  of  the  bill  it  could  not  be  held 
impertinent :  A,  O.  v.  Foster ^  2  Ha.  89. :  and  see  Ha.  pp.  158, 
161.  As  regards  a  bill  of  discovery  the  objection  of  im- 
materiality was  seldom  raised,  for  the  plaintiff  had  to  pay 
the  costs,  and  it  was  for  him  to  judge  of  the  materiality :  see 
Bishop  of  London  v.  Fytche,  cited  ^o«^,  p.  106.* 


For  the  purpose  of  testing  the  materiality  of  the  discovery 
to  a  particidar  issue  (see  ante,  p.  12,  as  to  referring  the  re- 
levancy to  the  matters  in  question  and  not  to  the  case  of  the 
party  seeking  discovery),  it  is  the  case  of  the  party  seeking 
the  discovery  that  must  be  assumed  to  be  true,  and  not  that 
of  the  party  from  whom  the  discovery  is  sought :  see  Gresley 
V.  Mousletjy  2  K.  &  J.  p.  292 :  Cannock  v.  Jaiinceyy  1  Dr.  p. 
506  :  Compagnie  Financiere  du  Pacifiqvs  v.  Peruvian  Guano 
Co.  (discussed  post^  p.  183,  and  where  the  Court  of  Appeal 
reversed  the  decision  of  Pearson,  J.  who  had  refused  to  order 
the  plaintiff  to  make  a  further  affidavit  of  documents  in  re- 
spect of  a  document  which  was  immaterial  if  his  case  were 
true,  but  material  if  the  defendant's  case  were  true) :  other- 
wise a  party  might  shut  out  his  opponent  from  discovery 
essential  to  support  his  case  by  simply  denying  that  case :  see 
Stainton  v.  Chadicicky  3  M.  &  G.  p.  584  :  Taylor  v.  Milnerj  11 


*  See  as  to  the  practice  in  respect  of  immaterialify  at  common  law,  pott, 
p.  Ill,  in  regard  to  interrogatories;  poat^  p.  153,  in  regard  to  production 
of  documents. 
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Vee.  42 :  Mamrredo  v.  Maitlandj  3  Mad.  p.  72 :  Buncombe  v. 
Davky  1  Ha.  p.  189 :  Cannock  v.  Jauncey^  1  Dr.  p.  506  :  A.-G. 
V.  Thompson^  8  Ha.  p.  114:  Hare,  p.  251 :  and  ante^  p.  16.  A 
party  cannot  avoid  the  discovery  by  saying  that  the  matter 
of  which  discovery  is  sought  does  not  relate  to  the  question, 
when  the  very  question  in  the  action  is  whether  or  not  it  does 
so  relate.  Nor  will  the  court  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  relevancy  of  the  discovery  to  a  partioidar  issue  try  that 
issue  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  relevancy  of  the  dis- 
covery, for  it  is  in  order  that  that  issue  may  be  rightly  deter- 
mined that  the  discovery  is  required :  see  Dunconibe  v.  Davis, 
1  Ha.  p.  189  :  Chreahy  v.  Mouskyy  p.  292  :  and  Ly ell  v.  Ken- 
nedy  (cited  j^m^,  p.  392). 


Matter  was  material  if  it  might  affect  the  question  of  costs : 
see  Tipping  v.  Clarke ^  2  Ha.  pp.  390 — 391 :  Carver  v.  Pinto 
Leite,  L.  E.  7  Oh.  p.  98. 


The  plaintiff  in  equity  was  entitled  to  discovery  of  matters 
necessary  to  substantiate  the  proceedings  and  make  them 
regular  and  effectual  in  a  court  of  equity :  Eedes.  PL  307 : 
Finch  V.  Finchy  2  Ves.  pp.  492—493. 

For  instance,  discovery  of  the  existence  whereabouts  or 
interests  of  other  persons,  not  parties,  in  order  that  they 
might  be  made  parties :  see  pasty  p.  23,  referring  to  Wigr. 
PL  298  and  A.  O.  v.  Ellison :  Finch  v.  Finch,  p.  493  :  Ham- 
brook  V.  Smithy  17  Sim.  pp.  214—216  :  Dixon  v.  Fraser,  and 
other  cases,  post :  the  names  of  persons  having  possession  of 
documents  delivery  or  cancellation  of  which  was  sought  by 
the  decree  :  Hambrook  v.  Smith :  Wigr.  PL  295 — 298  :  and 
posty  p.  182  :  of  incumbrancers  in  actions  for  foreclosure  sale 
or  redemption  :  Union  Bank  of  London  v.  Manby,  13  Ch.  D. 
239  :  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  23  :  Matclins  v.  Dalto7iy  3  Y.  &  0. 
447 :  of  persons  whom  a  lessee  had  caused  to  fell  trees  in 
order  that  the  lessor  might  bring  actions  against  them : 
Standen  v.  Bullock,  Toth.  71:   of  the  assignee  of  a  lease: 

c2 
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ibid :  Madd.  Oh.  Pr.  277 :  of  the  name  of  the  real  defendant : 
8ketchky  v.  Connolly^  posty  p.  89. 

In  Dixon  v.  FroMer,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  497,  an  action  for  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  sell  a  mill  and  machinery,  the  plaintifE,  alleging  that  the  pro- 
perty had  been  let  and  was  deteriorating,  was  held  entitled  to  have  discovery 
of  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  it  nad  been  let  and  the  terms  for  which 
it  was  let,  for  the  plaintiff  might  wish  to  make  them  parties. 

The  demurrer  ot  an  executor  on  the  ground  that  his  co-executor  was  not  a 
party  was  overruled,  for  the  plaintiff  had  alleged  in  his  bill  that  he  knew 
not  who  was  the  other  executor  and  prayed  for  discovery  who  he  was  and 
where  he  lived :  Bowyer  v.  Coterty  1  Vem.  96 :  and  so  in  Sherlock  v.  Disney, 
13  Ir.  Eq.  Bep.  233,  where  the  plaintiff  interrogated  as  to  incumbrancers. 

In  a  common  law  action,  Tholy.  Leash,  10  £xch.  704,  a  defendant  was 
held  bound  to  answer  whether  he  acted  in  a  certain  transaction  as  agent  or 
principal,  and  if  as  agent  who  was  his  principal. 

In  Hancocks  v.  Lablache,  3  C  P.  D.  197,  p.  202,  an  action  against  a  married 
woman  to  which  she  successfully  demurred  on  the  ground  that  her  husband 
was  not  joined  as  co-defendant,  leave  was  given  to  amend  and  serve  interro- 
gatories on  her,  inquiring  as  to  the  name  and  address  of  her  husband. 

See  BovUIy.  Cowan,  15  W.  R.  608,  p.  609,  where  (in  examination  before 
an  examiner)  Lord  RomiUy  held  that  when  a  number  of  persons  unite  for  a 
common  purpose  of  defence  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  know  who  they  were. 
See  also  Stepper  v.  Senzell  and  other  cases  cited  post,  p.  46. 

In  an  action  in  the  Admiralty  Court  (for  damages  by  collision)  by  ship- 
owners in  personam  against  the  defendant  and  others  the  o^ioiers  of  the  ship 
M.f  the  plaintiffs  before  petition  filed  were  allowed  to  interrogate  the  only 
defendant  who  had  appeared  (as  **  improperly  sued  as  one  of  the  owners''), 
whether  he  was  the  owner,  and  in  detail  as  to  his  connection  with  the  ship, 
and  who  were  the  owners  registered  or  beneficial,  on  an  affidavit  showing 
special  circumstances :   The  Murillo,  28  L.  T.  374. 

See  the  cases  post,  pp.  32,  33,  where  discovery  of  this  kind  was  withheld 
as  being  required  only  in  the  event  of  the  plaintiff's  success  in  the  action. 

The  names  of  partners  suing  or  being  sued  as  a  firm  can  be  obtained  under 
Old.  XVI.  r.  14  :  but  an  order  under  this  rule  not  being  an  order  for  dis- 
covery, the  provisions  of  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21,  as  to  attachments  do  not  apply: 
Fike  V.  Keane,  24  W.  R.  322. 

A  person  could  not  be  made  a  party  merely  for  this  pur- 
pose :  discovery  of  this  kind  could  only  be  had  of  a  person 
properly  made  a  party  on  other  grounds :  see  post^  p.  45 : 
and  ^Qpoaty  Chap.  III.  s.  1,  generally  as  to  the  inadmissibility 
of  making  a  person  a  party  solely  for  the  purpose  of  discovery. 
But  a  bill  of  discovery  may  be  brought  against  a  person  in 
order  to  discover  the  names  of  other  persons  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  an  action  against  them  imder  some  circumstances : 
see  postf  p.  40  n. 


The  party  seeking  relief  is  entitled  to  discovery  not  only 
for  the  purpose  of  establishiug  his  case  at  the  hearing  but 
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also  for  the  purpose  of  obtaming  a  perfect  decree :  Wigr. 
PL  295,  298 :  for  the  subsequent  purposes  of  the  suit  in  case 
he  should  succeed :  see  Carver  v.  Pinto  Leite^  L.  E.  7  Ch. 
p.  97  :  and  this  whether  as  bearing  on  the  extent  or  amount 
of  his  claim :  see  Wigr.  PL  159 :  or  even  in  some  cases  as 
being  a  part  of  the  relief  he  prays,  as  for  instance  accounts : 
see  Elnier  v.  Creasij^  L.  JR.  9  Ch.  p.  71,  and  j:>os^,  pp.  25 — 34, 
126 :  though  discovery  of  this  nature  (termed  consequential 
or  subordinate  or  dependent  discovery:  see  Wigr.  PL  51 — 55) 
will  sometimes  be  withheld  until  he  has  established  his  case  : 
see  posty  Chap.  II. :  and  see  post.  Book  III.  Chap.  lY.  as  to 
discovery  after  decree. 

Whatever  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  at  the  hearing, 
he  is  at  liberty  to  prove  by  the  oath  or  admission  of  the  de- 
fendant :  Tipping  v.  Clarke,  2  Ha.  p.  391 :  Wigr.  PL  295 : 
they  are  material  facts  proper  to  be  stated  in  the  statement  of 
claim  under  Ord.  XIX.  r.  4 :  see  Millington  v.  Lon'ng,  6  Q. 
B.  D.  p.  194. 

Where  a  plaintiff  claims  property  he  ifi  entitled  to  diBcovory  of  what  the 
property  ia  which  is  sought  to  be  recovered ;  Oreenwood  v.  Greemcoodj  6  W. 
K.  119  (production  of  documents  for  this  purpose) :  (bills  of  discovery  in  aid 
of  actions  for  trover  were  common :  see  Macclenjield  v.  DavU^  3  V.  &  B.  16) : 
BO  lists  of  documents  which  the  decree,  if  he  gets  one,  will  order  to  be  de- 
livered up  to  him  or  cancelled:  Hambrook  y.  Smithy  17  Sim.  pp.  213-216; 
Wigr.  pi.  102,  295-298:  Tipping  v.  Clarke,  2  Ha.  p.  391  :  and  see  post,  pp. 
182,  183 :  or  produced  to  him :  see  poit,  p.  22 :  but  not  to  have  them  pro- 
duced by  way  of  discovery  or  to  have  discovery  of  their  contents,  unless  their 
contents  bear  upon  the  matters  in  question  \,  see  post,  p.  23. 

Lists  of  securities  held  by  prior  incumbrancers  must  be  given  in  favour  of 
parties  seeking  to  redeem:  see  Bk.  II.  Ch.  lY.  Sect.  III.:  or  by  creditors 
in  favour  of  sureties :  see  Bridgewater  v.  JDe  Winton,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  1290 ;  12 
W.  R.  40. 

The  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  denuuid  is  a  point  in  the  plaintiff's  case 
upon  which  a  decree  may  be  made  at  the  hearing :  Wigr.  pi.  159. 

Documents  relating  to  the  amoimt  of  damages  related  to  the  action  within 
the  meaning  of  section  6  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1851 :  Pape  v.  LiUer,  L.  K.  6 
Q.  B.  242,  cited  post,  p.  471 :  see  Elkin  v.  Clarke,  post,  p.  34 :  and  Ladds  v. 
Walthew,  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IV.  Sect.  I. 

Any  matters  on  which  a  jury  would  act  in  assessing  damages  may  be 
stated  in  the  statement  of  claim  as  being  material  facts  within  Ord.  XIX. 
r.  4 :  see  Brett,  M.  B.  in  Millington  v.  Loring,  6  Q.  B.  D.  p.  196  (fact  of 
seduction  in  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage) :  discovery  of  such 
matters  is  clearly  material  therefore. 

Conversely  a  defendant  is  entitled  to  discovery  for  the  purpose  of  reducing 
damages  :  Fape  v.  LUter :  Wilts,  <^c,  Co.  v.  Stcindon,  ^c  Co.  20  W.  R.  353. 

So  discovery  may  be  had  by  a  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
proper  amount  into  court :  eeepost,  p.  468. 
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That  the  difioovery  sought  was  identioal  with  that  which 
the  plaintiff  would  obtain  in  the  event  of  his  obtaining  a 
decree  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  was  not  of  itself  an  ob- 
jection to  the  discovery  if  it  was  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  the  suit :  Chichester  v.  Donegal^  L.  R.  4  Ch.  416,  p.  419 : 
and  see  ante^  p.  21,  and  post^  pp.  25 — 34, 125,  as  to  cases  where 
accounts  are  sought  by  way  of  relief,  and  also  by  way  of  dis- 
covery. But  where  the  discovery  is  only  necessary  for  con- 
sequential purposes,  and  the  party's  right  to  it  in  the  shape 
of  relief  is  denied,  the  court  has  of  course  under  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  20  (discussed  ji9a«^.  Chap.  11.)  an  absolute  discretion  to  with- 
hold it  until  the  party  has  established  his  right :  see  also 
ante^  p.  12. 

In  Chiehetier  y.  Donegal  the  plamtiff  claiming  under  a  settlement  filed  a 
bill  against  the  tenant  for  life  for  production  of  the  settlement  and  other 
deeds,  and  that  he  might  set  forth  a  description  of  the  settled  property :  the 
defendant  was  ordered  in  answer  to  interrogatories  to  set  forth  the  contents 
of  the  settlement,  the  particulars  of  the  estates  comprised  in  it,  and  a  list  of 
documents  in  his  possession.  Here  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  the  defendant  did 
not  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title  under  the  settlement :  (see  further  as  to  this 
case, /7o«^,  p.  278). 

See  generally  as  to  actions  for  discovery  by  way  of  relief  distinguished 
from  actions  for  discovery  proper,  pott^  p.  276. 

In  actions  for  delivery  up  of  documents  their  production  by  way  of  dis- 
covery would  be  ordered  where  material  for  the  actual  deteimination  of  the 
question  :  Bereaford  v.  Driver ,  14  Beav.  387,  action  against  an  ag^nt,  where 
production  of  plans  maps  and  other  documents  was  ordered,  for  the  plaintifP 
was  entitled  to  see  them  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  they  were  of  such  a 
character  (see  post^  p.  208)  as  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  have  them  delivered 
up  at  the  hearing:  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Bowker,  29  Beav.  479,  action 
against  the  steward  of  a  manor,  where  on  the  same  ground  production  of 
indexes  and  other  documents  was  ordered :  Brougham  v.  Canvin^  16  W.  R. 
688:  W.  K.  68,  p.  112,  action  by  Lord  Brougham  to  recover  documents 
entrusted  to  the  defendant  as  materials  for  writing  his  life,  where  their  pro- 
duction was  oi'dercd,  the  plaintiff  offering  to  pay  a  reasonable  sum  for  any 
work  that  the  defendant  had  done  in  relation  thereto,  on  the  ground  that 
without  iieciug  them  he  could  not  estimate  the  value  of  the  work  done :  and 
the  defendant  did  not  lose  his  lien  by  inspection  (see  as  to  lien,  post^  p.  205). 
But  where  the  object  of  the  suit  was  a  declaration  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
a  copy  of  a  certain  book  which  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  suit  antecedently 
to  the  hearing,  as  a  matter  of  discretion  (its  disclosure  would  have  enabled 
the  plaintiff  to  get  a  great  portion  of  the  defendant's  custom)  properly 
exercised  a  motion  for  its  production  was  refused :  Lingen  v.  Simpson,  6 
Madd.  290,  explained  in  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  p.  420.  In  Republic  of  Costa 
jRiea  v.  Strousberg,  11  Ch.  D.  323,  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to  affirm  a 
portion  of  an  interlocutory  injunction  ordering  delivery  up  of  the  documents 
the  delivery  up  of  which  was  the  object  of  the  suit,  but  without  prejudice  to 
any  application  to  their  production  by  way  of  discovery. 

Generally  wherever  the  production  delivery  up  or  cancella- 
tion of  certain  documents  wiU  be  part  of  the  relief  to  which 
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a  party  will  be  entitled  if  he  succeeds  in  the  action,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  discovery  of  their  contents  or  to  their  production 
unless  their  contents  have  any  bearing  on  any  of  the  matters 
in  question ;  but  he  may  be  entitled  to  have  a  list  of  them, 
the  names  of  the  parties  thereto,  a  denial  or  admission  of  the 
adversary's  possession  of  them,  and  the  names  of  any  other 
persons  having  any  possession  of  them  on  the  grounds  now 
being  considered  (and  also  in  order  that  these  other  parties  or 
persons  may  if  necessary  be  made  parties,  see  ante^  p.  19)  : 
see  Wigr.  PL  102  and  296—298,  criticising  A.  G.y.  Ellison, 
4  Sim.  228  (where  production  was  ordered  of  certain  deriva- 
tive leases,  the  suit  being  to  set  aside  the  principal  lease,  and 
the  derivative  leases  not  bearing  on  the  question) :  and  see 
Kettlewell  v.  Baratow :  and  Winght  v.  Vernon^  cited  post,  p. 
190:  BsApostj  p.  182. 


(    24    ) 


CHAPTER  II. 

CONSEQUENTIAL  DISCOVERY. 

It  has  already  been  seen,  ante,  p.  21,  that  oonsequential  (or 
subordinate  or  dependent)  discovery  is  material  or  relevant 
discovery.  It  is  proposed  in  this  chapter  to  discnss  the 
manner  in  which  the  court  deals  with  it. 

I.  The  Present  Practice. 

The  present  practice  is  regulated  by  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  20.* 

"  If  the  party  from  whom  discovery  of  any  kind  or  inspection 
is  sought  objects  to  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  the  court 
or  a  judge  may,  if  satisfied  that  the  right  to  the  discovery  or 
inspection  sought  depends  on  the  determination  of  any  issue 
or  question  (including  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact: 
liindley,  L..  J .  in  Tasmaniany  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Clark^  27  W.  E.  p. 
678)  in  dispute  in  the  cause  or  matter,  or  that  for  any  other 
reason  it  is  desirable  that  any  issue  or  question  in  dispute  in 
the  cause  or  matter  should  be  deternuned  before  deciding 
upon  the  right  to  the  discovery  or  inspection,  order  that  su(£ 
issue  or  question  be  determined  first,  and  reserve  t  the  ques- 


*  By  Ord.  XXXYI.  r.  6,  power  is  also  gfiven  to  the  courts  to  order  the 
trial  of  preUminary  issues.  Its  ohject  is  not  specially  declared  to  be  to  pro- 
tect a  party  from  g^iving  discovery  ;  but  in  two  cases  of  Emma  Silver  Mining 
Co,  V.  Grants  11  Ch.  D.  pp.  926—927,  and  Piereey  v.  Young,  15  Ch.  D.  p.  479, 
Jessel,  M.  R.  refers  to  instances  in  which  he  had  granted  separate  trials  of 
the  issues  apparently  under  this  rule,  and  upon  considerations  which  mifht 
be  valid  under  rule  20.  One  instance  was  that  of  a  lady  who  based  her 
claim  for  an  intricate  and  expensive  account  upon  the  allegation  that  she  was 
the  legitimate  child  of  a  particular  person :  and  the  other  that  of  a  pauper 
with  a  very  fishing  case  who  asked  among  other  things  for  a  great  deaf  of 
discovery  as  being  the  heir-at-law.  In  each  case  a  preliminary  issue  was 
directed  as  to  legitimacy  and  heirship  respectively.  Under  Ord.  XVII.  r.  1 
the  court  has  also  power  to  separate  trials  of  the  issues :  see  Bagot  v.  Eetaton^ 
7  Ch.  D.  1. 

t  Under  the  old  chancery  practice  where  a  plea  had  been  found  false  the 
court  would  enforce  any  discovery  which  had  been  covered  by  the  plea  when 
the  plaintiff  could  not  obtain  complete  relief  without  further  evi(&nce :  see 
Wigr.  PL  98:  Redes.  PI.  302:  Wood  v.  Strickland,  2  V.  &  B.  p.  158: 
Thring  v.  Edgar^  2  S.  &  S.  p.  278. 


CONSEQUENTIAL  DISCOVERY.  25 

tion  as  to  the  discovery  or  inspection."  By  rule  6  (see  post ^ 
p.  108)  a  party  may  object  to  answer  an  interrogatory  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  not  sufficiently  material  at  that  stage.  And 
by  rule  12  (see  post,  p.  155)  the  application  for  an  affi* 
davit  of  documents  may  be  adjourned,  or  the  affidavit  limited 
to  particular  classes  of  documents,  on  grounds  of  the  same 
kind. 

It  is  obvious  that  in  some  cases  it  might  be  extremely  pre- 
judicial to  a  defendant  if  he  were  compelled  to  give  discovery 
of  this  nature  before  the  determination  of  the  preliminary 
issue  or  matter  in  question.  If  a  denial  of  the  pcuiy 's  interest 
by  his  opponent  were  not  effectual  to  stay  the  necessity  of 
giving  consequential  discovery,  the  party  might  get  discovery 
of  all  the  particulars  of  any  transaction  however  secret  and 
important  with  which  he  had  no  manner  of  concern  merely 
by  introducing  into  his  pleadings  the  false  allegation  that  he 
had  an  interest  therein  :  Mendizabely,  MachadOy  1  Sim.  p.  78  : 
and  see  Smith  v.  Beaufort^  1  Ha.  p.  523 :  and  ante^  p.  14, 
^ixApo%ty  pp.  256 — 257.  It  would  be  a  monstrous  thing  that 
a  man  by  merely  alleging  that  he  had  a  share  in  the  concern, 
which  allegation  has  been  denied  and  has  not  been  established, 
and  whilst  it  was  doubtful  whether  it  could  be  established, 
could  get  the  accounts  of  a  defendant's  private  business  and 
of  his  dealings  with  other  people :  James,  L.  J.  in  (?.  W.  C, 
Co.  V.  Tmker,  L.  E.  9  Ch.  p.  378. 

Under  the  old  chancery  practice  the  court  was  much  em- 
barrassed in  these  cases  of  consequential  discovery  by  the  tech- 
nical rule  (see  ante^  p.  14)  which  required  a  party  submitting 
to  answer,  though  he  altogether  denied  the  plaintiff's  title,  to 
answer  fully,  even  as  to  consequential  matters,  as  of  account : 
see  Lord  Selbome  in  Elmer  v.  Creasy^  L.  E.  9  Gh.  pp.  71 — 72 : 
and,  according  to  some  judges,  though  not  others,  to  produce 
all  relevant  docimients  as  a  part  of  such  full  answer :  see 
post^  sect.  2,  as  to  the  old  chancery  practice. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  above  rules  no  technicalities  of 
this  kind  compel  the  court  to  order  discovery  which  is  not 
required  for  the  determination  of  the  immediate  issue  before 
the  court.     In  Parker  v.    Welh  (cited  post^  p.  27),  where 
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aooounts  were  reqidred  in  answer  to  interrogatories,  Brett, 
L.  J.  pp.  485 — 486,  considerd  that  rule  19  (now  rule  20)  of 
Ord.  XXXI.  now  governed  cases  of  this  kind,  that  the  old 
chancery  practice  in  this  respect  was  no  longer  binding,  and 
that  the  answers  to  the  interrogatories  in  question  could  not 
determine  any  issue  in  the  action,  and,  if  they  had  to  be 
given  at  all,  ought  not  to  be  required  to  be  given  until  after 
the  issues  had  been  decided.  So  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  the  same 
case,  p.  483,  said,  "  Now  in  deciding  whether  discovery  ought 
to  be  given  we  must  first  consider  whether  it  will  help  the 
plaintifE  at  the  trial.  If  it  will  not,  but  will  only  be  of  use 
if  the  plaintifE  obtains  a  decree,  then,  having  regard  to  the 
discretion  given  to  the  court  by  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  19,  we  must 
consider  whether  it  is  fair  that  the  defendant  should  be 
obliged  to  give  it  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  or  whether 
to  compel  him  to  give  it  would  be  oppressive."  In  RoivcUffe 
V.  Leigh  (cited  post^  p.  27),  James,  L.  J.  at  p.  263,  said,  "  I 
think  the  19th  rule  of  Ord.  XXXI.  is  one  of  the  most  whole- 
some rules  introduced  by  the  Jud.  Acts  into  practice,  namely, 
that  no  discovery  is  to  be  taken  from  a  defendant  unless  it  is 
really  relevant  to  the  issue  first  to  be  tried."  See  also  the 
judgments  in  Whyte  v.  Ahrens^  citei  post,  p.  36. 

This  rule  (20)  has  been  applied  to  discovery  by  way  of 
answers  to  interrogatories:  see  Parker  v.  Wells,  cited  post 
and  ante :  Wood  v.  Anglo-Italian  Bank,  34  L.  T.  265 : 
and  also  to  discovery  by  way  of  production  of  documents : 
see  Verminck  v.  Edwards,  cited  post :  Rowcliffe  v.  Leigh,  cited 
post :  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  may  also  be  applied 
to  prevent  an  affidavit  of  documents  being  made  which 
would  be  useless :  see  Dickson  v.  Harrison,  47  L.  J.  Ch. 
p.  688;  or  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  it  to  documents 
required  for  the  determination  of  the  inmiediate  issue,  and 
see  now  rule  12,  referred  to  ante :  and  see  also  Whyte  v. 
Ahrens,  post,  p.  37. 

But  where  two  alternative  issues  would  in  the  usual  couziae 
come  on  to  be  tried  together,  no  order  for  the  preliminary 
trial  of  one  of  them  (an  issue  of  law,  the  construction  of  a 
lease)  having  been  obtained,  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to 
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postpone  leave  for  the  plamtiif  to  interrogate  tmtil  this  is^ue 
should  be  decided :  Houmton  v.  Sligo^  W.  N.  84,  p.  61, 
reversing  Pearson,  J.  on  another  ground,  p.  29. 

In  FarJeer  t.  WeUs^  18  Gh.  D.  477  (and  see  ante)y  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
a  sum  of  money  had  been  deposited  with  the  d^endant  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  interest  to  certain  persons  for  their  lives  and  then  upon  trust  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  interest  had  been  paid  to  the  tenants  for  life  in  pursuance 
of  such  trust.  The  defendant  denied  the  trust  but  admitted  the  deposit.  It 
was  held  that  the  defendant  must  if  the  interrogatory  had  not  been  too  wide 
have  answered  whether  any  and  what  payments  had  been  made  in  respect  of 
interest,  as  the  answer  might  help  the  plaintiff :  pp.  485,  487 :  but  that  he 
need  not  give  aooounts  of  profits  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  employment 
of  the  trust  fund  in  business,  for  that  an  account  of  profits  would  not  help 
the  plaintiff  to  get  a  decree,  and  that  such  admissions  as  he  might  make 
womd  not  be  such  as  the  plaintiff  could  use  for  the  purpose  of  getting  an 
immediate  order  for  payment :  p.  484 — 485  (see  as  to  uiis,  post,  p.  29) :  that 
it  would  require  an  elaborate  examination  of  his  books  and  much  time  and 
trouble,  and  that  it  would  be  oppressive  to  order  it  while  the  plaintiff's  title 
was  in  dispute :  pp.  484,  486 :  and  so  per  Jessel,  M.  K.  in  Hetnery  v.  Wbrs- 

flMM,  p09t. 

In  Semery  v.  Wortman,  26  S.  J.  296,  an  action  to  set  aside  the  sale  of 
a  business,  the  defendant  was  protected  from  answering  interrogatories 
requiring  him  to  set  out  the  profits  of  the  business  since  the  sale,  for  they 
would  not  help  the  plaintiff  in  obtaining  a  decree. 

In  Eoweliffe  v.  Leighy  6  Cfa.  D.  266  (see  also  Leigh  v.  Broohsy  pott,  p.  37), 
an  administration  action,  a  claim  was  brought  in  by  S.  a  horsed^er  for  the 
balance  due  to  him  in  respect  of  the  account  of  the  testator  with  himself 
for  charges  in  connection  with  the  purchase  and  sale  of  horses  for  the 
testator.  S.  in  his  affidavit  of  documents  scheduled  a  great  number  of 
documents  but  claimed  to  seal  up  certain  parts  of  some  of  the  books  and  in 
particular  of  certain  *' horse  books''  as  not  material  to  his  claim.  The 
executrix  took  out  a  summons  to  consider  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit, 
and  calling  upon  him  to  make  a  further  affidavit  stating  what  portion  of  the 
sealed -up  parts  contained  entries  relating  to  horses  sold  to  or  bought  from 
the  testator  or  to  the  prices  at  which  and  persons  to  whom  S.  had  sold  horses 
mentioned  in  his  accounts,  and  that  he  might  be  ordered  to  unseal  and  ^ro« 
duce  such  entries.  The  execut^rix  contended  that  S.  had  sold  and  bought 
the  horses  for  the  testator  on  commission  as  his  agent ;  and  therefore  claimed 
to  see  the  prices;  S.  denied  the  alleged  agency  and  arrangement.  The 
Court  of  Appeal,  reversing  Hall,  V.-C.  refused  the  required  discovery 
(except  as  to  the  dates  of  the  sales)  on  the  groimd  that  the  prices  actually 
given  had  no  bearing  on  the  issue,  and  that  the  probability  of  S.'s  success 
was  so  great  that  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  they  should  not  compel 
him  to  disclose  what  would  then  be  his  own  private  affairs  until  after  the 
issue  should  be  decided  against  him. 

In  Verminek  v.  Edwards,  29  W.  R.  189,  where  the  issue  was  whether  the 
defendant  acted  as  agent  for  the  plaintiff  in  certain  transactions,  the  Court 
of  Appeal  refused  the  plaintiff  leave  to  inspect  books  which  Uie  defendants 
■wore  to  contain  only  invoices  of  the  sellers  of  the  goods  in  question  to 
themselves  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  point  at  issue,  and  an  inspection 
of  which  might  be  injurious  to  the  defendant :  this  was  under  Ord.  aXXI. 
r.  19  (now  20). 

See  also  Wood  v.  Anglo-Italian  Bank,  34  L.  T.  265,  where  this  rule  was 
applied. 

See  on  the  other  hand  Dickson  y.  Sarriton,  cited  post,  p.  36 :  and  Whyte 
T.  Ahrms,  cited  post,  p.  36,  as  to  discovery  of  documents  where  a  plea  of 
settled  aooounts  is  set  up. 
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Althougli  under  the  present  procedure  the  rule  of  a  full 
answer  whioh  obtained  in  chancery  has  no  place  it  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  this  rule  was  not  founded  solely  on 
technicalities  of  practice. 

There  were  three  reasons  of  substance  why  a  full  discovery 
should  be  given  at  once :  (1)  that  if  it  were  postponed  until 
a  later  stage  the  plaintiff  might  run  the  risk  of  losing  it 
altogether  by  the  defendant's  death  :  Elmer  v.  Creast/,  L.  R. 
9  Ch.  p.  72  :  Wigr.  pi.  163 :  Baker  v.  Jfellish,  11  Ves.  p.  76  : 
Shmc  V  Ching,  ibid.  306  :  Chadicick  v.  Chadwick^  22  L.  J.  Ch. 
p.  330  :  or  other  intervening  accidents  :  Elmer  v.  Creasy  :  lot 
instance  documents  might  be  lost  suppressed  altered  or  de- 
stroyed: Wigr.  PI.  163:  (2)  that  (and  this  was  especially 
the  case  where  accounts  were  required)  the  plaintiff  might  be 
able  to  take  an  im^iediate  and  final  decree  for  what  on  the 
defendant's  statement  might  appear  to  be  due  from  him  and 
so  avoid  the  expense  of  an  account  in  chambers :  see  Elmer 
V.  Creasj/,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  p.  72  (discovery  of  the  details  of 
an  account  but  not  necessarily  with  the  same  fullness  as 
after  decree  so  as  to  be  oppressive,  see  posty  p.  125) :  Great 
Liixembourg  Railway  Co.  v.  Magnay,  23  Beav.  p.  652  :  Clegg 
V.  Edmondson,  22  Beav.  p.  141 :  Dixon  v.  Eraser,  L.  R.  2  Eq. 
497  (suit  for  specific  performance  against  a  vendor — ^account  of 
rents  and  profits  as  being  a  small  matter  and  not  involving 
time  or  trouble) :  Jiowe  v.  Teed,  16  Ves.  p.  378 :  Robson  v.  Flight, 
33  Beav.  268  (suit  to  set  aside  lease  against  the  assignee — 
account  of  rents  and  profits)  :  Wigr.  PL  165,  159  :  (3)  that 
the  plaintiff  might  see  at  once  whether  it  was  worth  his  while 
to  go  on  with  the  action  :  Wigr.  PI.  163 :  Robson  v.  Flight : 
Clegg  v.  Edmondson :  as  for  instance  where  a  claim  was 
made  agaiust  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  in  which  case 
the  executor  (see  further,  post,  p.  29,  as  to  the  executor) 
would  be  ordered  to  give  abridged  accounts — some  sort  of 
balance  sheet :  Brooks  v.  Boucher,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  821 :  or  a 
general  account  of  his  receipts  and  payments  :  Cull  v.  Inglis, 
16  W.  E.  471  (suits  to  mak#  estates  of  deceased  trustees 
liable  for  alleged  breaches  of  trust). 

Gfrounds  (2)  and  (3)  are  to  some  extent  valid  under  the 
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present  practice.  As  to  (2) :  there  are  cases  in  which  the 
account  would  be  complicated  and  in  which  the  plaintiff's 
title  is  denied  in  which  it  would  be  refused :  there  are  oases 
in  which  the  plaintiff's  title  to  it  may  be  denied  as  a 
title  which  is  fairly  open  to  trial  and  which  has  to  be 
affirmed  at  the  trial  and  where  the  giving  of  the  accounts 
would  occasion  little  trouble  to  the  defendant  and  would 
be  of  immense  advantage  to  the  plaintiff  by  enabling  him 
to  get  an  immediate  decree  or  order  at  the  trial  and  where 
the  judge  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  may  allow 
it :  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Benbow  v.  Low,  16  Ch.  D.  p.  98  (and 
Hemery  v.  Worsman^  26  S.  J.  p.  296),  referring  to  Saunders 
V.  JoneSy  7  Ch.  D.  435,  as  an  instance  in  which  it  was 
allowed:  and  see  ibid,  pp.  449,  453,  where  the  aggregate 
amount  of  certain  monies  on  which  a  commission  was  claimed 
(see  this  case  further  cited,  posty  p.  452)  was  ordered  to  be 
given  on  this  ground  so  as  to  save  the  necessity  of  an  expen- 
sive accoimt  in  chambers :  see  on  the  other  hand  Parker  v. 
Welky  ante  J  p.  27,  where  no  admissions  that  the  defendant 
would  be  likely  to  make  would  be  of  any  use  for  this  purpose : 
and  Lockett  v.  Locketty  L.  R.  4  Ch.  p.  340,  where  an  account 
under  the  decree  could  not  have  been  avoided :  and  where 
therefore  this  ground  failed. 

As  to  (3) :  in  a  suit  for  redemption  against  prior  incum- 
brancers the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  discovery  of  securities 
held  by  them  in  order  that  he  might  know  whether  it  was 
worth  his  while  to  redeem  them :  West  of  England  Bank  v. 
Nicholhy  6  Ch.  D.  p.  615. 


An  executor  was  and  still  is  under  a  special  obligation  to 
set  out  the  accounts  of  the  testator's  estate. 

Unless  he  admitted  assets  (see  post)  he  must  have  set  forth  the  acconnts 
though  he  denied  the  debt  or  other  chiim  or  title  of  tiie  plaintiff :  Redes. 
PL  311 :  Shnw  v.  Chingj  11  Ves.  p.  304  :  Gethin  v.  Oale,  Ambler,  364 :  Free 
man  y.  Fairliey  3  Her.  24 :  and  see  Brooks  v.  Boucher  and  Cull  v.  Inglis  oited 
ante. 

In  Thompson  v.  Dunn^  L.  B.  6  Ch.  p.  676,  Lord  Hatherley  (and  see  the 
BJme  judg^  to  a  similar  effect  m  Be  la  Bue  v.  Bickinson^  3  K.  &  J.  p.  391) 
olxerFed,  **  There  is  no  case  in  which  the  ooort  has  ever  applied  the  doctrine 
of  Adams  ▼.  Fisher  (see  as  to  this^^/,  p.  31)  eo  as  to  allow  an  executor  by 
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answer  to  refuse  to  set  out  an  aocotuit  of  his  receipts  and  payments.  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  there  might  not  be  a  case  where  the  court  would  allow 
him  to  do  so  if  the  asking  for  the  account  was  rexatious :  but  looking  at  the 
position  of  an  executor  the  court  has  always  thought  it  desirable  that  he 
should  by  his  answer  make  a  full  discovery  of  the  assets  so  that  the  plaintiff 
may  be  in  a  position  to  move  to  have  the  balance  brought  into  court.  The 
case  of  a  partnership  stands  on  a  different  footing :  for  there  no  use  can  be 
made  of  an  account  before  the  hearing.  So  in  the  case  of  a  patentee's  suit 
where  the  defendant  denies  infringement  an  accoimt  of  profits  is  of  no  use 
before  the  hearing  ....  The  coiu*t  has  often  compelled  executors  to  answer 
even  where  the  discovery  sought  was  vexatiously  minute  .  .  .  .^but  still  the 
court  does  not  sanction  an  executor's  setting  out  a  list  of  assets  with  the 
minuteness  of  an  auctioneer's  catalogue ;"  and  accordingly  in  this  case  (the 
plaintiff  claiming  a  lien  on  the  testator's  estate  employed  in  a  trade  to  which 
he  had  supplied  goods)  Lord  Hatherley  ordered  an  account,  not  being  able 
to  say  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  chance  of  obtaining  a  decree. 

Nor  has  the  Jud.  Act  affected  this  obligation  of  the  executor :  Ite  Sutcliffe^ 
Alison  V.  AUsoHy  44  L.  T.  647,  where  a  further  reason  was  suggested  namely 
that  the  beneficiaries  might  have  the  executor's  oath  as  to  the  true  state  of 
the  accounts  and  so  discontinue  the  action  if  they  wished  it :  in  this  case  the 
executor  had  delivered  accounts  which  the  plaintiffs  alleged  to  be  incorrect : 
the  executor  admittine-  their  incorrectness,  but,  alleging  that  he  had  since 
corrected  them,  was  allowed  to  answer  by  verifying  tSiese  corrected  accounts. 

An  executor  admitting  assets  to  satisfy  a  plaintiff's  claim 
need  not  have  set  out  an  account  of  the  estate :  Agar  v.  Regent^ 8 
Canal  Co.  Cooper,  p.  215 :  Pulkn  v.  Smithy  5  Ves.  20 :  nor 
a  schedule  of  documents  relating  to  real  estate  on  which  the 
legacies  in  question  were  charged :  Forbes  v.  Tanmr^  9  Jur. 
N.  S.  456. 

On  the  same  principle  directors  of  an  insurance  company 
admitting  assets  for  payment  of  policies  were  protected  from 
discovery  :  Pritchard  v.  Murray^  12  Jur.  616. 

Trustees  and  executors  must  give  their  cestui  que  trusts 
full  information  as  to  the  testator's  property :  Mayor  v.  Arnotty 
2  Jur.  N.  S.  387,  where  it  was  held  insufficient  in  answer  to 
a  bill  for  administration  to  say  that  the  testator  had  by  a 
deed  of  a  certain  date  conveyed  part  of  his  property  without 
saying  to  whom  or  on  what  trusts. 


n.  As  to  the  Old  Practice  in  Chancery. 

The  subject  of  consequential  discovery  in  connection  with 
the  rule  of  a  full  answer  wets  discussed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Chancery  in  the  following  cases :  Lochett  v.  Locketty  L.  E. 
4  Ck  336 :  Moore  v.  Craven,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  94  n. :  Carver  v. 
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Pifiio  Leitey  ibid, :  Elmer  v.  Creasy,  L;  E.  9  Ch.  69 :  Saull  v. 
Browne,  ibid.  364;  Great  Western,  8fc.  Co,  v.  Tuclcer,  ibid, 
376 :  mugh  v.  Garrett,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  305. 

In  Elmer  y.  Creasy f  Lord  Selbome  laid  down  the  obligation  to  make  a  full 
anirwer,  even  where  the  discoveTY  sought  was  consequential  only,  as  abso- 
lute, the  only  exception  being  where  the  discovery  was  sought  vexatiously 
or  opproesiveiY. 

In  others  of  those  cases,  it  was  laid  down  that  the  rule  of  a  fuU  answer 
would  be  departed  from  where  the  discovery  was  not  material  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  plaintifEto  establish  his  case  at  the  hearing  but  only  material 
for  the  subsequent  purposes  of  the  suit  in  case  the  plaintiff  should  succeed, 
and  might  be  used  prejudicially  to  the  defendant  if  the  plaintiff  failed :  James, 
Lr.  J.  Carver  v.  Finto  Leite^  p.  97 :  and  see  the  same  judge  in  Hcugh  v. 
Garrett f  p.  307 :  where  the  discovery  would  be  burdensome  or  injurious  to 
the  defendant  to  give  and  probably  might  never  be  used  at  all :  James,  L.  J. 
in  Saull  v.  Broicne,  p.  367  :  and  see  Loekett  v.  Zoekettf  pp.  341 — 342,  whero 
detailed  and  oppressive  accounts  were  asked  for  which  could  be  obtained  by 
inspection  (as  to  which  Bee  post ^  p.  126). 

Although  (as  seen  ante,  p.  18)  the  court  did  not  when  discovery  was  a 
matter  of  in^fferenoe  to  the  defendant  weigh  in  golden  scales  the  question 
of  materiality  or  immateriality,  yet  where  the  discovery  might  be  used  pre- 
judicially to  the  defendant  the  court  would  consider  whether  it  was  material 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  establish  his  case  at  the  hearing 
or  material  only  for  the  subsequent  purposes  of  the  suit  in  case  tibe  plaintiff 
should  succeed :  see  James,  L.  J.  Carver  v.  Finto  Leite,  p.  97 :  Lord  Hatherley 
in  Moore  v.  Craven^  ibid. 

Although  theoretically  the  right  to  production  rested  on 
the  some  footing  as  the  right  to  a  fuU  answer :  see  Wigr. 
PL  286,  €aid  post,  p.  161 :  infpractice  the  courts  exercised  a 
wider  discretion  (but  see  Eomilly,  M.  R.  in  Sivinborne  v. 
Nelson,  16  Beav.  pp.  426—426)  in  withholding  an  order  for 
production  of  documents  which  were  only  consequentially 
relevant,  than  in  the  case  of  answers  to  interrogatories  :  see 
Wickens,  V.  C,  in  Carver  v.  Pinto  Leite,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  p.  92  : 
Lord  Hatherley,  in  Mansell  v.  Feeney,  2  J.  &  H.  p.  323 : 
Lancaster  v.  Evors,  1  Ph.  pp.  353 — 354. 

Where  the  plaintiff's  interest  and  title  were  denied  not  all  the  documents 
but  only  those  necessaiT'  or  material  to  the  question  to  be  decided  at  the 
hearing  ought  to  be  produced:  Tumey  v.  Bayley,  12  W.  B.  633  :  10  L.  T. 
115 :  33  L.  J.  C3i.  499,  cited /)ac^,  p.  189 :  and  see  Lord  Hatherley  m  Mansell 
V.  Feeney,  2  J.  &  H.  pp.  316—317,  823,  cited  post,  p.  188:  and  generaUy 
post.  Chap.  V.  Section  8  (o).  (p.  186). 

The  principal  case  was  Adams  y,  Fisher,  3  M.  &  C.  526,  where,  the  de- 
fendant denying  his  employment  by  and  liability  to  account  to  the  plaintiff, 
Lord  Cottenham  refused  to  order  the  production  of  various  scheduled  docu- 
ments exclusiYely  relating  to  the  matters  in  respect  of  which  an  account  waa 
claimed  on  the  ground  that  their  production  could  not  possibly  aid  the  asser- 
tion of  the  plaintiff *s  equity  (p.  546),  and  that  it  was  only  documents  neces- 
sary to  make  out  his  equity  that  he  was  entitled  to  see.  This  decision  was 
however  regarded  with  considerable  mistrust  in  many  subsequent  cases  as 
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being  a  departure  from  the  striot  rule  of  a  fall  answer :  see  Swinhome  y. 
KeUon,  16  Beav.  pp.  424—430 :  Lancaster  v.  Evort,  1  Ph.  349:  Wigr.  PL  163 
— 184  :  but  its  autnority  was  admitted :  nee  for  instance  A.  G.t.  Thompson^ 
8  Ha.  pp.  112— 115  :  Ilirris  v.  Harris,  4  Ha.  p.  184:  Bute  v.  Glamorganshire 
Canal  Co.,  1  Ph.  p.  686. 

Where  the  plaintiflE's  title  or  case  was  not  clearly  and 
positively  denied :  Harris  v.  Harris^  4  Ha.  p.  184,  cited  posty 
p.  607 :  Edwards  v.  JoneSy  cited  post^  p.  189 :  Swabey  v. 
Sutton^  cited  post^  p.  33  :  and  see  post^  p.  501 :  or  where  it 
did  not  clearly  appear  that  the  discovery  (and  particularly 
where  production  of  documents  was  sought)  was  clearly  im- 
material to  the  question  to  be  decided  at  the  hearing :  Harris 
V.  Harris^  p.  184  :  A.  O.  v.  Thompson^  8  Ha.  pp.  112 — 115, 
cited  posty  p.  509  :  Bute  v.  Olamorgamhire  Canal  Co,  1  Ph. 
pp.  685 — 686,  cited  j9M^,  p.  508:  Ferrier  v.  Atwool^  cited  je?os^, 
p.  507 :  Mamell  v.  Feeney^  cited  post^  p.  188 :  Bannatym  v. 
Leader y  cited  post^  p.  189  :  and  see  jt)05^,  pp.  187 — 189  :  pro- 
duction would  be  ordered. 

The  following  are  the  principal  cases  on  consequential  discovery  in  eqtdty. 
In  aU  the  cases  cited,  post,  where  disooveiy  of  accounts  of  or  prodnction  of 
books  of  a  business  was  ordered  it  may  be  noted  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  an 
entire  stranger  alleg^g  a  partnership  denied  by  the  defendant,  but  a  person 
who  had  at  one  time  an  interest  in  the  business,  the  question  being  whether 
that  interest  had  terminated  or  still  existed :  see  for  instance  CUgg  v.  Edmond» 
ton,  22  Beay.  p.  138. 

Jacobs  y.  Goodman,  2  Cox,  282 — accounts  of  business  refused — partner- 
ship denied :  Donegal  v.  Stewart,  3  Yes.  446  (compare  Rowcliffe  v.  Leigh, 
ante,  p.  27) — plaintiff  aUeging  that  defendant  bought  pictures  for  him  on 
commission — defendant  denpng  it  and  alleging  that  he  sold  them  to  plain- 
tiff— discovery  of  sums  given  by  defendant  for  the  pictures  refused :  both 
these  cases  regarded  by  Lord  Selbome  in  Elmer  v.  Creasy,  p.  71,  as  in- 
fringing on  the  rule  of  a  full  answer :  Adams  v.  FisJier,  cited  ante,  p.  31 : 
Mu«  y.  Richards,  2  Beav.  305 — suit  by  widow  of  partner  to  set  aside  an 
arrangement  respecting  the  business  after  his  death  and  for  an  account — 
production  ordered  of  the  books  of  account  of  the  business  since  the  arrange- 
ment, for  she  might  be  entitled  to  an  account :  Stcinbome  v.  Nelson,  16  Beav. 
416 — suit  for  alleged  infringement  of  patent  and  account — defendant  deny- 
ing the  infringement  was  neld  bound  to  disoover  the  names  and  addresses 
of  his  customers,  the  articles  manufactured  by  him,  the  prices,  profits,  &c. 
— rule  of  full  answer — see  other  cases  of  infiinffement  of  patent,  post. 
Book  III.  Chap.  I.,  and  De  la  Rue  v.  Dickinson,  there  cited;  Clegg  v.  Ed- 
mondson,  22  Beav.  125* — suit  for  accounts  of  profits  of  a  colliery  (of  which 

*  In  this  case  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  documents  would  not  assist 
the  plaintiff  as  they  related  exclusively  to  business  done  since  ibe  date  when 
he  (the  defendant)  asserted  that  the  partnership  terminated  and  in  which 
business  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest ;  the  allegation  therefore  was  that  they 
were  irrelevant  to  the  issue  of  partnership  or  no  partnership.  On  p.  139 
Lord  RomiUy  suggests  as  a  possible  ground  for  protection,  that  they  con- 
stituted exclusively  the  defendant's  own  evidence  :  but  this  ground  involves 
totally  different  considerations :  8eejM)s/,  p.  187. 
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the  lease  was  renewed)  sabaeqaent  to  a  particular  date — defendant  alleging 
that  the  partnership  with  the  plaintiff  had  terminated  on  that  date  and  that 
he  had  no  interest  in  the  buidness  after  that  date  was  held  bound  to  giro 
accounts  and  produce  documents — rule  of  full  answer — (on  app.  3  Jur. 
N,  S.  299,  wh^i  an  arrangement  was  come  to,  see  JElmer  v.  Creasy^  L.  R. 
9  Ch.  p.  73) :  see  a  similar  case  FerrUr  v.  Attcool,  cited  post^  p.  189 :  and 
Hall  V,  Hargreaves,  post :  Be  la  Urn  v.  Dickinson^  3  K.  &  J.  388— similar 
suit  to  Swinbome  y.  Xelstm,  ante — exceptions  ordered  to  stand  over  till  the 
hearing,  see  JElmer  v.  Creasy,  p.  73,  so  far  as  they  related  to  matters  not 
bearing  on  the  question  of  infringement:  Sicabey  y.  Sutton,  1  H.  &  M.  614 — 
suit  by  cestui  que  trust  against  trustees  of  a  settlement  for  account  of 
moneys  received  by  them — the  defendants  not  clearly  denying  the  plaintiff^s 
claim  ordered  to  set  forth  the  account:  Letts  y.  Farry,  ibid.  617 — suit  by 
liondon  solicitor  against  a  country  solicitor  for  accounts  of  agency  business 
transacted  by  other  persons  in  breach  of  agreement — defendant  denying  the 
claim  not  compeUed  to  giye  accounts:  Heade  y.  Woodroffe,  24  Beay.  421 — 
plain  tiflPs  charging  that  defendants  carried  on  a  solicitor^  business  in 
London  as  their  agents  and  seeking  an  account — discovery  of  accounts — 
names  of  clients  &o.  on  the  principle  of  a  full  answer  and  also  as  being 
material  to  prove  the  agency :  Hall  y.  Hargreaves,  W.  N.  69,  p.  69 — similar 
to  Clegg  y.  Ednumdson,  ante — production  of  books  of  account  ordered  as  being 
a  discoyery  of  profits  made  by  use  of  plaintiff^s  capital :  Great  Luxembourg 
JR.  Co.  y.  ifagnay,  23  Beay.  646 — suit  to  haye  it  declared  that  defendant  was 
trustee  for  the  company  of  certain  shares — defendant  held  bound  to  set  out  his 
dealings  with  the  shares — full  answer :  Elmer  y.  Creasy,  L.  B.  9  Ch.  69 — suit 
for  redemption  and  account  with  rests  against  mortgagee  in  possession  ad- 
mitting himself  to  be  redeemable — defendant  orderwl  to  give  accounts  not 
only  on  the  ground  of  his  obligation  to  giye  a  full  answer  eyen  in  respect  of 
oonsequential  accounts,  but  also  on  the  ground  that  they  might  assist  the 
plaintiff  in  proving  his  title  to  take  the  account  with  rests— not  neoessarily 
such  a  minnto  account  as  might  haye  to  be  g^yen  after  decree :  Moore  y .  Craven, 
Ii.  R.  7  Ch.  94,  n. — suit  for  account  of  profits  in  respect  of  goods  alleged  to 
haye  been  sold  by  defendant  as  agent  for  plaintiff — defendimt  denying  the 
agency  protected  from  discovering  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  purchasers 
from,  him,  for  they  would  not  in  any  manner  tend  to  prove  agency :  Carver  y. 
Finlo  Leite,  cited  post,  p.  663,  under  actions  for  infringement  of  patent  or 
trade-marks:  Dos  Santos  v.  Frietas,  cited  Wigr.  pi.  239 — suit  by  creditor 
against  executor  charg^g  that  he  had  mixed  the  testator's  money  with  his 
own  and  interrogating  as  to  his  balance  at  his  bank — refused  as  being  an  in- 
quisition into  his  priyate  affairs :  G.  W.  C.  Co.  y.  Tucker,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  376 — 
suit  for  account;  plaintiffs  alleging  defendant  was  liable  as  their  agent,  de« 
fondant  denying  the  agency — interrogatories  as  to  cheques  and  profits — held 
that  they  neied  not  be  answered  it  being  a  case  in  which  the  court  would  not 
compel  a  defendant  to  giye  discovery  of  his  own  private  means  and  trans- 
actions on  the  speculation  that  the  plaintiff  might  afterwards  want  it  if  at 
the  hearing  he  succeeded  in  the  preliminary  proposition  that  the  defendant  is 
or  was  an  agent — yexatious  and  oppressive  within  the  exception :  Heugh  y. 
Garrett,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  305— suit  for  account  by  plaintiff  against  defendant 
employed  by  him  to  sell  gfoods  on  conmiission  alleging  that  defendant  had 
supplied  goods  to  persons  not  in  a  certain  list  and  praymg  that  he  should  not 
be  aUow^  to  charge  the  plaintiff  therewith — defendant  alleged  that  he  had 
autibority  to  supply  goods  to  such  persons — held  that  it  was  material  for  the 
plaintiff  to  know  the  quantities  and  prices  of  the  goods  so  supplied,  but  a 
disooyery  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  those  persons  was  not  required  for 
determining  the  question  between  them  and  it  might  be  injurious  to  the  de- 
fendant if  the  plaintiff  failed— liberty  to  seal  up  entries  in  ledgfers  journals 
&c.  of  the  names  and  addresses  but  not  of  the  quantities  and  prices :  Ord  y. 
Fawceti,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  487 — inspection  of  entries  in  business  books  to  show  in- 
fringement of  an  alleged  custom  to  grind  corn :  Saull  v.  Browne,  L.  R.  9  Ch. 
364 — suit  by  widow  to  establish  that  a  business  carried  on  by  the  defendants 

D.  D 
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belonged  to  her  ha:)band*8  estate  as  having  been  carried  on  with  the  assets  of 
a  busmees  which  two  of  the  defendants  had  formerly  carried  on  with  her 
husband  and  sabsequently  with  herself — interrogtitories  to  discover  what 
sums  the  defendants  had  drawn  out  of  the  new  business — held  that  they  must 
be  answered  for  they  were  not  vexatious  or  oppressive  and  might  be  material 
to  make  out  the  plaintiff's  case :  Loekett  y.  Lockett^  L.  K.  4  Gh.  336 — suit  to 
set  aside  agreement  for  dissolution  of  partnership — detailed  accounts  of  part- 
nership and  of  other  monies  refused  as  being  immaterial  for  the  purpose  of 
the  suit  up  to  and  including  the  decree,  as  involving  expense  and  trouble, 
and  the  documents  containing  the  partnership  accounts  being  open  to  the 
plaintiff's  inspection  (as  to  this  see  posty  p.  126) :  Elkin  y.  Clarke^  21  W.  R. 
447  (common  law  action) — inspection  ot  documents  relevant  only  to  the 
amount  of  damages  refused  until  the  question  of  liability  was  decided : 
Shallcroas  Y.  Weaver ^  2  H.  &  T.  231 :  inspection  of  title  deeds  ordered,  the 
question  being  whether  the  title  shown  by  them  was  a  good  or  bad  title. 

Other  cases  are  Edwards  y.  Jones^  dted^s^,  p.  189:  Mansell  y.  Feeney^  cited 
post,  p.  188 :  Sarrie  y.  Harris,  cited|w«^,  p.  189 :  and  see  the  cases  cited  ante, 
pp.  28,  29  :  and  the  cases  cited  in  Book  III.  Ch.  I.  on  patent  actions. 


m.  As  to  distinguishing  between  Discovery  relevant  to  the 
Determination  of  the  Isstie,  and  Consequential  Discovery. 

See  as  to  distinguishing  doonments  for  this  purpose,  post^ 
p.  186. 

Under  the  old  chancery  practice  where  the  defendant  put 
in  a  plea  he  was  protected  from  giving  all  discovery  which 
was  not  relevant  to  the  issue  raised  by  the  plea :  Wigr.  pi. 
61 :  Eedes.  PI.  231 :  Jones  v.  Dams,  16  Ves.  262.  On  the 
other  hand  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  discovery  (as  well  by 
way  of  answers  to  interrogatories  as  by  way  of  production  of 
documents)  of  all  matters  inconsistent  with  or  which  if  true 
would  disprove  the  plea  (and  in  the  case  of  a  negative  plea 
actually  charged  in  the  bill  as  evidence  of  the  plaintifE's  case 
in  opposition  to  the  plea :  Sanders  v.  King :  Thring  v.  Edgar: 
Pennington  v.  Beechey :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  533 :  see  Wigr.  pi. 
212 — ^216,  disapproving  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  these 
cases) :  Sanders  v.  King,  6  Madd.  61 :  2  S.  &  S.  277 : 
Thring  v.  Edgar,  ibid.  274 :  Pennington  v.  Beechey,  ibid.  282 : 
Foley  V.  Hill,  3  M.  &  G.  475  :  Harland  v.  Emerson,  8  Bligh, 
N.  S.  62 :  Hardman  v.  Ellames,  6  Sim.  640 :  (on  app.)  2 
M.  &  K.  732 :  Chadwick  v.  Broadwood,  3  Beav.  p.  540 :  Crow 
V.  Tyrrell,  2  Mad.  397 :  Hunt  v.  Penrice,  17  Beav.  p.  631 : 
Young  v.   White,  ibid.   632  :    Webster  v.  Do.  1  Sm.  &  Gt. 
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p.  493 :  Janes  v.  DmiSj  16  Ves.  262 :  Emm  v.  Harris^  2 
Y.  &  B.  361 :  of  all  such  material  facts  aa  upon  the  argu- 
ment or  hearing  of  the  plea  would  be  material  for  th9  pur- 
pose of  such  argument  or  hearing :  Wigr.  pi.  21 6.  It  was 
evidence  which  he  was  entitled  to  require  in  order  to  invali- 
date the  defence  made  bj  the  plea :  Bedes.  PI.  244, 245,  n. : 
to  try  its  truth  and  validity :  Wigr.  pi.  17,  48—52,  59,  90, 
99,  109 ;  to  negative  the  negative  plea :  Hardman  v.  Ellamesj 
2  M.  &  K.  p.  744. 

Inasmuch  however  as  under  the  chancery  practice  the 
interrogatories  must  have  been  founded  upon  allegations  in 
the  bill  (see  poat^  p.  Ill),  and  were  in  fact  filed  before  the  plea 
was  put  in,  and,  imtil  the  practice  of  ordering  an  affidavit  of 
documents  was  introduced  by  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act,  see 
po%tf  p.  155,  the  interrogatory  as  to  documents  required  the 
defendant  to  set  forth  the  documents  in  his  possession  relating 
to  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill  and  whereby  their  truth 
would  appear,  it  is  obvious  that  where  a  pure  affirmative  plea 
was  put  in,  that  is  of  something  not  anticipated  by  the  bill, 
the  plaintiS  could  get  no  discovery  at  all :  in  fact  his  case  as 
stated  in  the  bill  was  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  the  plea : 
see  Wigr.  pi.  58,  98 :  Hare,  p.  30 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  529, 
536—536 :  Clayton  v.  Winchehea,  3  T.  &  C.  pp.  688—689. 
Under  the  present  procedure  this  is  not  so.  If  to  such  a 
defence  the  plaintiff  replies  or  even  joins  issue  it  is  clear 
that  he  is  entitled  to  discovery  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  (the 
measure  of  the  discovery  being  regulated  according  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  plaintiflE  replies,  that  is  to  say  whether  by 
a  general  joinder  of  issue  or  by  particular  coimter  allegations, 
see  as  to  interrogatories,  posty  p.  464 :  as  to  production  of 
documents,  post^  p.  500)  in  order  to  disprove  it :  it  is  a  matter 
in  question  just  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  raised  by  the  state- 
ment of  claim.  His  reply  is  part  of  his  case,  and  he  has  a 
right  to  discovery  relating  to  that  case :  see  ante^  p.  12. 

The  following  notes  ba  to  the  old  pleas  may  be  useful. 
See  also  post^  pp.  36,  37,  the  cases  since  the  Jud.  Act :  Whyte 
v.  Ahrens:  Dickson  y,  Harrison:  Leigh y.  Brooks. 

d2 
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In  a  bill  brought  io  impeach  a  decree  on  the  ground  of  fraud  used  in  ob- 
taining it  the  plea  must  have  contained  averments  negatiying  the  charges  of 
fraud  supported  by  an  answer  fully  denying  them :  Redes.  PL  239^—245, 
266—257. 


A  plea  of  stated  account  was  a  good  bar  to  a  bill  for  an  account :  it  must 
show  that  the  account  was  in  writing  or  at  least  set  forth  the  balance : 
charges  of  fraud  or  error  must  have  been  denied  by  averments  in  the  plea  as 
•well  as  by  answer :  Redes.  PI.  259:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  676— 676:  Phelps  y,  Sproule, 
1  M.  &  K.  231. 

Where  the  plaintiff  impeached  the  account  and  charged  that  he  had  no 
counterpart  and  required  the  defendant  to  set  it  forth  a  copy  of  the  account 
must  have  been  annexed  by  way  of  schedule  to  the  answer,  so  that  if  there 
were  any  errors  on  the  face  of  it  the  plaintiff  might  have  an  opportunity  of 
pointing  them  out:  Monkey y.  Simpson,  3  Atk.  303  :  Redes.  PI.  169. 

A  plea  of  a  settled  account  and  release  to  a  bill  b^  a  cestui  que  trust 
against  a  trustee  would  not  protect  the  trustee  from  a  discovery  (inspection) 
of  Touchers:  Clarke  v.  Ormond,  Jac.  p.  126:  Redes.  PL  260. 

Where  one  partner  instituted  a  suit  against  the  other  for  dissolution  and 
accounts  the  defendant  was  held  not  bound  to  set  out  the  items  of  a  par- 
ticular sum  mentioned  in  the  partnership  deed  and  stated  by  him  to  hare 
been  treated  as  a  settled  account,  for  the  plaintiff  did  not  seek  that  it  should 
be  opened  or  the  deed  set  aside :    Wier  y.  Tucker,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  26. 

A  plea  of  a  release  did  not  extend  to  discovery  of  the  consideration  on 
which  it  was  made :  if  that  (or  the  release,  Brooks  y.  Sutton,  post)  was  im- 
peached the  plea  must  be  assisted  by  ayerments  covering  the  grounds  on 
which  it  was  impeached:  Redes.  H.  261 — 3:  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  678:  and  see 
Salkield  y.  Scienee,  2  Ves.  107:  Roche  v.  Morgell,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  727:  Barker  y. 
Alcoek,  1  Y.  &  J.  432,  where  the  accounts  and  dealings  on  which  the  release 
was  founded  were  impeached,  and  a  plea  extending  to  a  discovery  of  such 
accounts  and  dealing^  was  held  bad,  and  directed  to  stand  for  an  answer  with 
liberty  to  except. 

In  every  case  the  person  who  contests  the  release  is  entitled  to  have  the 
discovery  of  the  accounts  on  which  the  release  is  based :  Romilly,  H.R.  in 
Brooks  y.  Sutton^  L.  R.  6  Eq.  p.  364,  a  bill  by  cestui  que  trust  agamrt  trus- 
tees of  testator's  estate  to  set  aside  a  release  improperly  obtained  and  of 
which  the  recitals  were  untrue  and  for  administration.  Qu.  whether  pro- 
duction of  the  accounts  cannot  now  be  obtained :  see  ibid.  p.  363. 

In  Dickson  y.  Harrison,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  686,  Hall,  V.-C.  held  that  where 
the  defendants  set  up  settled  accounts  as  a  defence  on  trying  the  issue  of 
settled  accounts  the  plaintiffs  who  were  alleged  to  be  parties  to  them  and 
who  had  impeached  them  had  a  right  to  see  what  they  were,  and  therefore 
to  have  them  scheduled  in  the  affidavit. 

In  order  to  open  a  settied  account,  there  must  be  in  the  bill  a  distinct 
statement  of  specific  errors  in  the  account :  Parkinson  y.  Hanbury,  L.  R.  2 
H.  L.  1.     But  qu.  under  the  present  practice:  see  Whyte  y.  Ahrens,  post. 

Whyte  y.  Ahrens,  26  Gh.  D.  717,  is  the  latest  case  on  the  subject.  The 
action  was  one  for  accouLt  against  the  defendants  in  respect  of  goods  pur- 
chased by  the  latter  on  the  plaintiffs*  account,  and  charging  in  general  terms 
that  they  had  received  commissions  and  fuled  to  account  for  them :  the 
defendants  pleaded  a  settled  account  and  traversed  the  allegations  of  fraud : 
Bacon,  V.  U.  made  the  common  order  on  the  defendants  for  an  affidavit  of 
documents :  the  C.  A.  affirmed  it.  Fry,  L.  J;  diss.  The  judgments  of  Cotton 
and  Fry,  LL.J.  were  so  far  as  material  as  follows.  Cotton,  L.  J. :  "  The 
defendants  say  that  before  the  production  of  all  their  books  is  made,  it  ought 
to  be  decided  whether  or  no  there  is  a  fettled  account  between  the  parties. 
It  was  conceded  that  according  to  the  old  practice  in  chancery  upon  this 
claim,  which  docs  nut  contain  such  specific  charges  of  fraud  as  would  enable 
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the  defeudan^«  to  be  ready  at  the  hearing  to  meet  them,  production  would 
have  been  ordered  of  the  books  material  to  the  question  whether  there  had 
been  such  fraud  as  would  prevent  the  plea  of  settled  account. 

But  reliance  is  placed  on  two  orders,  the  first  being  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  20  (see 
ante^  p.  24).  It  is  said  that  alters  the  case,  and  this  motion  ought  to  stand 
over  till  the  question  of  settled  account  is  determined.  In  my  opinion  this 
rule  20  does  not  do  more  than  give  the  judge  a  discretion  as  regards  such 
matters.  In  some  cases  it  may  be  perfectly  right  that  when  there  is  a  pica 
which  would  prevent  the  necessity  of  the  discovery,  which  would  be  a  bar  to 
the  right  of  the  discovery,  that  should  be  settled  first.  But  if  that  is  so,  it  ought 
not  in  the  present  case  to  prevent  the  court  from  granting  the  production  of 
these  documents.  The  production  is  most  essential  for  enabling  the  plaintiffs 
to  determine,  whether  that  plea  is  true  or  false.  That  being  so,  if  there  is 
here  a  discretion  given  to  the  court  larger  than  it  had  in  former  days,  this  is 
not  a  case  in  my  opinion  in  which  that  discretion  should  be  exercised  by 
refusing  at  this  stage  of  the  case  that  production  which  according  to  the  old 

practice  would  have  been  made Then  Ord.  XIX.  r.  6  is  relied  on 

which  says  that  a  party  must  state  in  his  pleadings,  if  he  relies  on  &nud,  the 
particulars  of  that  fraud.    Here  there  has  been  an  application  for  particulars, 
and  that  application  has  been  ordered  to  stand  over  till  the  production  of 
those  boolm.     Taking  the  two  together,  I  think  that  is  right.   The  production 
of  the  books  will  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  define  and  state  what  it  is  they 
requiro  the  defendants  to  meet  at  the  hearing,  in  order  to  enable  the  de- 
fendants to  meet  it  (but  see  postf  pp.  99,  160).    But  as  according  to  the  old 
practice  in  this  state  of  the  pleadings  an  order  would  have  been  made  for  the 
production  of  documents  material  to  the  question  to  be  tried  at  the  healing, 
though  at  present,  from  ignorance  of  what  has  taken  place,  the  plaintiffs  are 
not  able  to  particularize  them,  so  here  the  judge  was  right  in  saying  that  he 
would  make  an  order  for  the  production  of  the  dooumeuts  and  in  not  con- 
fining or  restricting  it  to  those  documents  protection  as  to  which  would  in 
no  way  be  gained  if  the  plea  were  establishcNl."     Fry,  L.  J. :  V<  I  think  the 
order  of  the  V.  G.  was  wrong.    The  general  scope  of  the  rules  and  the  deci- 
sions which  has  been  referred  to  show  that  the  intention  is  that  discovery,  in 
the  first  place,  should  be  given  only  with  regaid  to  the  matters  which  first 
require  to  be  tried,  and  that,  thereforo,  discovery  in  the  first  instance  should 
be  confined  to  the  matters  which  are  particularly  alleged  in  the  statement  of 
claim.    If  the  trial  of  the  action  results  in  a  judgment,  the  ancillary  dis- 
covery should  be  had  to  assist  that  judgment  (see  antey  p.  21).     The  plaintiffs 
do  not  condescend  to  give  any  particulars  with  regard  to  the  fraua.  .... 
Such  a  mode  of  statement  is  not  adequate  for  the  hearing  of  the  cause  (see 
ante,  p.  14).   It  is  not  adequate  for  the  purpose  of  opening  a  settled  account. 
I  come  to  that  conclusion  for  two  reasons.    In  the  iust  phice,  I  think  the  old 
rule  of  pleading  with  regard  to  opening  a  settied  account  is  well  stated  in  the 
head  note  to  Farkimon  v.  Hanbury :  *Whero  a  plaintiff  seeks  to  open  a 
settied  account  there  must  be  in  the  bill  a  distinct  statement  of  specific 
errors  in  the  account.'     I  think  Ord.  XIX.  r.  6,  which  prevails  now  has  the 
same  result  in  this  case.    It  appears  to  me,  in  the  present  case,  the  rule 
would  require  a  statement  in  the  pleading^  of  a  particular  error  or  errors,  or 
fraud  or  nauds  or  suppression  of  moneys  received :  in  fact  a  distinct  sllega- 
tion  of  the  specific  error.    Thereforo  I  think  the  pleading^  are  not  adequate 
for  the  trial  of  the  particular  issue.   I  think  they  ought  to  be  made  adequate 
before  tiie  relief  by  way  of  discovery  is  given,  and  that  the  relief  Aould  be 
confined  to  the  particular  matters  put  in  issue.'*     (See  ante,  pp.  13—14,  24, 
jN»t/,  pp.  98,  99,  161). 

See  also  Leigh  v.  Brook$,  W.  N.  77,  p.  24,  an  action  by  an  executrix  to 
reopen  an  account  for  pictures  bought  by  the  testator  from  the  defendant, 
where  the  defendant  pleading  a  settled  account  was  held  bound  to  set  forth 
in  answer  to  interrogatories  the  names  of  the  artists  by  whom  he  had  repre- 
sented the  pictures  to  have  been  painted,  the  persons  from  whom  he  had 
bought  them  and  other  details  of  the  same  kind,  for  i^  case  of  fraud  was 
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raised  which  fltrabk  at  the  root  of  the  whole  transaotioii :  eee  Sowelife  v. 
Zei^h,  ante,  p.  27,  where  the  same  dispute  was  tried  in  another  form. 


Statute  of  fraud»— equitable  facts  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  must 
haye  been  denied  by  plea  and  answer :  Bedes.  PI.  265 — 269  ;  Dan.  Gh.  Pr. 
666—667  :  Beames  on  Pleas,  172 :  Denya  y.  Loeoek,  3  M.  &  G.  206 :  Dearman 
Y.  Wyehe,  9  Sim.  670 :  and  see  Skinner  v.  MeDouaU,  2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  266. 
Qi^  as  to  disooYerj  of  a  parol  agreement  or  declaration  of  trust :  see  Bedes. 
H.  266—- 269 :  eeepost,  p.  336,  as  to  disooyery  of  a  parol  trust  under  a  will. 


The  statutes  of  limitations  could  be  pleaded  to  bills  for  relief,  and  ulti- 
mately (see  poety  p.  616)  to  bills  for  disooyery:  Smith  y.  Fox,  6  Ha.  386: 
MaoQregor  y.  E,  L  Co, ;  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  632 :  but  all  matters  charged,  as  a 
promise  or  payment  of  interest  or  fraud  (including  the  possession  of  docu- 
ments, I^rkinson  y.  Chamber$j  1  E.  &  J.  72)  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statutes  must  haye  been  denied  by  answer :  Bedes.  PI.  271 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
565—666 :  BmfUy  y.  Adams,  6  Ves.  686,  p.  698 :  Foley  y.  Sill,  3  M.  &  0. 
476 :  Jamee  y.  Sad^fwe,  1  S.  &  S.  p.  6  :  Pennington  y.  Beechey,  2  S.  &  S.  282 : 
Cork  y.  Wiiooek,  6  Mad.  328 :  BiekeU  y.  Qough,  3  Atk.  658 :  Harrie  y.  Harris, 
3  JBJa.  p.  463  :  liaeOregor  y.  S,  /.  C,  2  Sim.  p.  466.  Formerly  it  seems  that 
the  plea  was  not  a  bar  to  disooyery  when  the  debt  became  due,  for  if  that 
had  been  set  forth  it  might  appear  that  the  right  of  action  had  accrued 
within  the  time :  JBiekelly.  Qough,  3  Atk.  668 :  2  Soh.  &  Lef .  p.  636 :  but  later 
decisions  ware  the  other  way:  Sutton  y.  Searboro\  9  Yes.  71 :  Baillie  y. 
Sibbald,  15  Yes.  685 :  and  see  Bedes.  PI.  269.  The  justice  of  these  later 
decisions  is  questioned  in  Bedes.  PI.  270.  An  issue  bemg  whether  the  right 
or  remedy  was  or  was  not  barred,  the  plaintiff  should  on  principle  be  entitled 
to  all  disooyery  whether  by  way  of  production  of  documents  (see  for  instance 
Farkineon  y.  Chambers),  or  by  forcing  the  defendant  to  answer  on  oath  to  the 
truth  of  his  ayerment,  or  of  subordinate  circumstances,  in  order  to  show  that 
it  was  not  barred. 


As  to  the  plea  of  purchase  for  yaluable  consideration  without  notice,  see 
post.  Book  II.  Chap.  lY.  section  1. 


(    39    ) 


CHAPTER  IIL 

PERSONS  FROM  WHOM   AND  IN   FAVOUR  OF  WHOM  DISCOVERY 

CAN  BE  ENFORCED. 

See  as  to  oauses  or  matters  other  than  actions,  J90«^,  Book  III. 
Chap.  V. 

Discovery  whether  by  way  of  interrogatories  or  of  dis- 
covery and  production  of  docaments  can  only  (except  in  the 
eases  considered  in  Section  III.  post)  be  had  from  a  party  to 
an  action :  see  Latcton  v.  Ehcesj  pasty  p.  63 :  Ingram  v.  Little^ 
poatf  p.  65 :  *  and  see  posty  Sections  II.  and  III.  as  to  who 
are  parties  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  or  giving  discovery. 
I.  The  rule  that  no  person  without  an  interest  can  be 

made  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  discovery. 
H.  Whether  discovery  may  be  had  from  a  party  who  is  not 
an  opposite  party — whether  the  discovery  which  may 
be  had  from  a  party  is  limited  to  that  which  is  rele- 
vant to  the  matters  in  question  between  the  applicant 
and  the  party  or  whether  it  extends  to  discovery 
relevant  to  matters  in  question  between  the  applicant 
and  another  party  to  the  action. 
m.  Who  are  parties  to  the  action — the  extent  to  which 
and  the  means  by  which  discovery  may  be  had  from 
the  next  friend  of  a  lunatic,  person  of  unsound  mind 
not  so  found,  infant,  married  woman :  the  guardian 
ad  litem  of  a  lunatic,  person  of  unsound  mind  not  so 


^  By  Ord.  XXXVU.  r.  7,  any  witness  or  person  nuiy  be  ordered  to  be 
examined  on  oath  and  to  produce  documents  whether  a  party  to  the  action 
or  not.  In  a  recent  case,  Central  News  v.  Eastern  Telegraph  Co.  50  L.  T.  236, 
it  was  said  that  the  power  given  by  this  section  was  extremely  inquisitorial 
and  would  be  exorcised  with  g^reat  caution :  that  it  would  require  a  strong 
case  to  induce  the  court  to  exercise  such  a  power  over  perfect  strangers. 
Similar  (but  not  so  extensive,  see  ibid.  p.  236)  powers  were  conferred  on  the 
common  law Judres  by  section  5  of  1  Will.  IV.  cap.  22,  and  sections  46  and 
47  of  the  C.  L.  r.  Act,  1854.  See  as  an  instance  where  these  latter  sections 
were  made  use  of  Moline  v.  Taemanian  S,  Co,  (Aiedpoety  p.  76. 
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found,  infant :  the  committee  of  a  lunatio :  a  married 
woman :  a  relator  and  the  Attorney  General  or  the 
Crown — foreign  sovereigns  :  a  corporate .  or  other 
body :  sheriffs :  miscellaneous. 


I.  The  Rule  that  iw  Person  ttithout  an  Interest  can  be  made 

a  Party  for  the  purpose  of  Discovery, 

(A)  The  Rule.— (h)  The  Exceptions. 

(A)  The  Rule. 
(a)   Generally. 

I  From  the  earliest  times  it  has  been  a  general  rule  (subject 
to  exceptions,  see  posty  p.  48)  that  no  person  without  an 
interest  could  be  made  a  defendant  to  a  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  discovery.  Such  a  person  was  a  mere  witness  and  must  be 
called  as  a  witness  if  his  evidence  was  desired.  By  "  interest " 
(see  posty  p.  42,  as  to  a  particular  kind  of  interest)  in  a  suit 
for  relief  (see  note  *  as  to  a  bill  for  discovery)  was  meant  such 

*  In  regard  to  a  bill  for  discovery  (see  generaUy  as  to  bills  for  discoverj 
po8ty  Book  III.  Chapter  X.)  the  rule  was  that  it  could  not  be  maintained 
against  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  record  in  the  action  in  aid  of  which  the 
discovery  was  sought  however  much  he  might  be  interested  in  the  success  of 
the  action :  Fenton  v.  Hughesy  7  Ves,  287 :  Irving  v.  Thtnnpwn^  9  Sim.  17 : 
Queeti  of  Portugal  Y.  Glyn,  7  CI.  &  F.  466,  reversing  Glyn  v.  Soares,  1  T.  &  C. 
644 :  Kerr  v.  ReWy  5  M.  &  C.  154 :  9  L.  J.  Ch.  148 :  Hendrie  v.  Thompaon, 
It.  Ch.  R.  278 :  Manchester  Fire  Insurance  Co.  v.  JTykes,  23  W.  B.  884 :  33 
L.  T.  142  :  even  though  he  were  named  on  the  record  if  he  were  not  named 
as  party,  as  in  the  case  of  the  assured  in  an  action  on  a  policy :  Kerr  y.  Hetp, 
5  M.  &  C.  p.  164. 

But  though  a  person  without  an-  interest  could  not  \)e  made  a  party  to  a 
suit  for  relief  for  the  purpose  (see  antey  p.  20,  and  pott,  p.  46),  a  bill  of 
discovery  might  be  filed  against  a  person  m  order  to  discover  the  names  of 
other  persons  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  against  them  under  some 
circumstances  though  it  was  not  alleged  that  it  was  intended  to  make  this 
person  a  defendant  to  the  action :  see  Orr  v.  Diaper y  4  Ch.  D.  92,  action  by 
manufacturers  against  shippers  of  similar  goods  with  counterfeit  tickets  to 
discover  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  consignors,  and  the  amounts  dates 
and  other  particulars  of  the  shipments  in  aid  of  contemplated  proceedings, 
Hall,  y.-C.  overruling  the  demurrer,  considering  them  not  mere  witnesses, 
and  referring  to  the  judgment  of  Wickens,  V.-C.  in  Dixon  v.  Enoek  (see  as 
to  this  posty  p.  330) :  Heathcote  v.  Fleet y  2  Vem.  441,  bill  to  discover  owner 
of  wharf  and  lighterman  in  order  to  bring  an  action  for  damages  to  goods 
by  upsetting  :  Morse  v.  Buckworthy  ibid,  bill  to  discover  part  owners  of  ship 
for  tne  purpose  of  an  action  in  respect  of  goods  burnt  on  board :  see  also 
Jones  V.  Maundy  posty  p.  45 :  and  Stnnden  v.  BuVochy  antCy  p.  19 :  and  see 
further,  post,  p.  614. 
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an  interest  as  that  a  decree  oould  be  made  against  him  or  as 
that  he  might  be  aflEeoted  by  the  decree :  Eedes.  PL  160, 188 : 
Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  143,  257  :  Steward  v.  E.  L  Co.  2  Vem.  380 : 
Wych  V.  Meal,  3  P.  W.  310 :  Ifewman  v.  Qodfrej/y  2  B.  C.  0. 
832 :  Cookson  v.  Ellison,  ibid,  252  :  Wet/mouth  v.  JSot/er,  1  Ves. 
jun.  416  :  Carticright  v.  Hateley,  ibid.  292 :  Fenton  v.  HugheSy 
7  Ves.  p.  290  :  Mayor  of  London  v.  iery,  8  Ves.  pp.  403, 405 : 
Le  Texier  v.  Anspach,  15  Ves.  p.  164 :   Whiticorth  v.  DaviSj 

1  V.  &  B.  p.  550 :  Hotc  v.  Besty  5  Madd.  19  :  Kerr  v.  Rew, 
5  M.  &  C.  154 :  Irving  v.  Thompson^  9  Sim.  17 :  Queen  of 
Portugal  v.  Glyn,  7  CI.  &  F.  466 :  Manchester,  8fc.  Co.  v. 
JFyfo^,  23  W.  B.  p.  885.  Persons  standing  in  a  situation 
in  which  all  the  court  can  demand  is  their  testimony  in  the 
cause  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  not  to  be  made 
parties,  a  role  admitting  exceptions :  JDummer  y.  Corp.  CheU 
tenham,  14  Ves.  p.  252  (but  see  post,  p.  49,  as  to  this 
passage). 

One  reason  was  said  to  be  that  his  answer  could  not  be 
read  against  the  other  defendants,  or  any  other  person :  Bedes. 
PI.  188:  Whiticorth  v.  Davis,  pp.  650—551.  But  it  is  a 
legitimate  oflSce  of  discovery  to  obttdn  information  which 
may  lead  to  the  obtaining  of  evidence :  see  post,  p.  112.  A 
sounder  reason  would  seem  to  be  that  suggested  by  Lord 
Eldon  in  Fenton  v.  JTughes,  p.  289,  namely,  that  you  have  no 
light  to  put  on  the  record  a  person  against  whom  you  seek 
no  relief  merely  in  order  to  deal  more  effectually  with 
another  person :  and  see  Heatley  v.  Newton,  post,  p.  47. 

In  Plummer  v.  Jfay,  1  Yea.  426,  Lord  Hardwicke  thtiB  puts  it: — The 
principle  is  right  that  yon  cannot  make  one  a  defendant  to  a  biU  who  is 
merely  a  witness  in  older  to  have  a  discoveiy  of  what  he  can  say  to  the 
matter,  though  he  is  properly  examinable  as  a  witness,  which  would  be  yery 
mischieyons  and  give  an  opportunity  to  coUect  evidence  anyway  to  contra- 
dict and  encounter  it.  But  as  against  a  party  interested  the  party  is  entitled 
to  hare  a  disooyery  from  him  if  he  is  charged  to  be  concerned  in  the  fraud 
in  obtaining  it,  and  it  is  not  his  being  made  witness  that  will  prevent  the 
disoovery.  Lord  Eldon  in  Fenton  v.  Hughes,  p.  291  (and  so  Lord  Gottenham 
in  Kerr  v.  Sew,  p.  163),  regards  Flummer  y.  Jfay  as  being  a  biU  for  relief 
to  set  aside  a  will  for  fraud,  to  which  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses 
was  made  a  defendant  upon  a  charge  of  such  species  of  interest  as  that 
there  might  be  a  decree  for  an  aoconnt  against  ]nm :  and  ^oe  Kin^  y«  Martin, 

2  Yes.  jun.  p.  643 :  and  Bedes.  PI.  23d, 
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And  so  under  the  present  practioe.  A  mere  witness  cannot 
be  made  a  partj  to  an  action  however  essential  the  discovery 
which  he  could  give  might  be  to  the  plaintiff :  Jessel,  M.  It. 
iri  Ben^y  v.  Keeriy  26  S.  J.  312  :  and  see  Heatky  v,  Newton^ 
post,  p.  47 :  Burstall  v.  BeyfuSy  pasty  p.  66 :  and  Symonds  v. 
City  Bank,  79  L.  T.  p.  175. 

Berry  y.  Keen  was  an  action  to  recover  land :  the  defendants  having  said 
that  the  leg^l  estate  was  vested  in  mortgagees  from  a  testator,  and  oeing 
asked  for  their  names,  said  that  thej  did  not  know,  but  their  solicitors  did 
(see  as  to  this  point  in  connection  with  information  of  agents  post^  p.  140^, 
haying  acted  for  the  testator  on  the  mortgage :  the  court  ref oMd  an  appli- 
cation bj  the  plaintiffs  to  add  the  solicitors  as  parties  in  order  to  get  the 
names  of  tibe  mortgag^ees  to  make  them  defendants  (see  as  to  discoyery  of 
this  nature  ante^  p.  19,  and  post,  p.  45),  distinguishing  Banner  y.  Jaekton 
(discussed  poet,  p.  427)  on  the  ground  that  there  the  solicitor  had  possession 
of  the  documents,  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  deliyered  up  by  way  of 
relief  (see  post,  p.  44),  and  had  made  himself  an  active  party  in  the  Uti- 
gation. 

In  Synamds  v.  City  Bank,  the  defendants  having  been  adjudicated  bank- 
rupts after  defence,  Kay,  J.  refused  to  allow  the  trustee  to  be  added  as  a 
defendant  merely  for  the  purpose  of  getting  access  to  the  bankrupt's  books 
in  his  possession :  Day  y.  Drake  and  FenUm  y.  Hughes,  post,  p.  43,  were 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  no  reason  for  making  him  a  party  for  discovery 
merely  that  production  of  documents  by  way  of  discovery 
was  more  effectual  than  a  subp.  due.  tec.  :  Fenton  v.  HugheSy 
7  Ves.  p.  291 :  Kerr  v.  JRew,  5  M.  &  C.  p.  165  :  or  that  in  a 
case  where  it  would  be  of  material  importance  inspection  of 
goods  or  other  articles  could  be  obtained :  Fenton  v.  Hughes. 


(b)  As  to  what  is  Interest. 

It  has  been  seen,  ante,  p.  40,  that  by  interest  was  meant 
such  an  interest  as  that  a  decree  could  be  made  against  him^ 
or  as  that  he  might  be  affected  by  the  decree. 

A  case  has  been  put  of  a  person  not  having  such  an  in- 
terest but  having  an  interest  in  the  question  hostUe  to  the  ap- 
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plioanty  and  mthholding  evidenoe  on  account  of  such  interest. 
In  a  case  of  that  kind  it  has  been  suggesCed  that  such  a 
person  might  be  made  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  compelling 
such  eyidence,  not  however  by  way  of  discovery :  see  Fenian 
V.  Hughes,  7  Ves.  pp.  289—290 :  and  Hare,  pp.  76—76 :  but 
by  way  of  relief.  In  Fenton  v.  Hughes,  p.  291,  Lord  Eldon 
says :  "  I  will  not  say,  as  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine, 
whether  a  bill  for  relief  might  not  be  filed  against  a  person 
on  the  ground  that  the  examination  at  law  must  of  necessity 
be  defective  for  bringing  forward  all  that  conscience  requires, 
and  that  what  is  withheld  is  withheld  by  a  person  having  an 
interest  in  the  question."  See  also  Le  Teoder  v.  Anspachy  15 
Ves.  pp.  164,  166  (further  discussed  poatj  p.  61),  where 
Lord  Eldon  allowed  the  demurrer  of  a  married  woman  made 
a  party  to  a  suit  for  relief  against  her  husband  for  discovery 
and  production  of  vouchers,  but  refused  to  say  what  would 
have  been  the  effect  if  the  bill  had  prayed  delivery  of  the 
vouchers  as  relief  against  her:  (but  as  to  delivery  up  of 
documents  by  way  of  relief  see  post,  pp.  44,  196),  The 
interest  of  the  landlord  in  disputes  between  his  tenant  and 
third  persons  has  been  suggested  to  be  such  a  hostile  interest : 
it  seems  at  least  to  have  been  on  grounds  of  this  kind  that 
Day  V.  Drake,  post,  was  decided :  see  Hare,  pp.  76,  78 :  but 
see  Tooth  v.  Canterbury,  post. 

In  Day  y.  Drake^  8  Sim.  64,  a  rector  made  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  as  owner, 
a  co-defendant  to  a  suit  for  tithes  against  the  occupiers,  praying  that  his 
right  to  the  tithes  might  he  estahlished  and  that  the  Duke  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  the  costs.  In  support  he  charged  that  the  defendants  were  acting  in 
concert  to  reost  the  plamtifE's  demands,  and  that  certain  documents  had 
been  deliyered  to  the  Duke  in  order  to  preyent  the  plaintiff  from  compelling 
a  disooyery  of  them  for  the  purpose  of  his  claim.  A  demurrer  hy  the  Duke 
haying  been  oyerruled  (pp.  69 — 72)  on  the  ground  that  the  charge  of  keeping 
back  uie  documents  must  be  answered,  a  demurrer  and  answer  were  put  in, 
denying  the  charge  of  the  documents  haying  been  deliyered  to  him  but  not 
answennff  the  charge  of  possession  of  documents,  and  on  this  sround  alone 
(p.  S3)  Alexander,  G.  B.  held  that  the  demunrer  must  be  oyemded. 

A  wider  ground  was  also  taken,  pp.  82 — 83,  (referring  pp.  67,  68 — 69,  to 
Mitchell  y.  Sabbett,  a  bill  for  tithes  against  the  tenants  and  a  separate  bill  for 
disooyery  against  the  owner),  namely  that  though  in  a  mere  possessory  suit 
for  tithes  which  this  was,  for  no  decree  could  be  made  in  this  suit  establishing 
the  general  right  to  the  tithes  pp.  77 — 78,  it  was  not  necessary  to  make  the 
owner  a  party,  yet  if  the  plaintm  chose  to  do  so  the  owner  could  not  object 
and  must  giye  all  necessary  discoyeiy,  otherwise  the  plaintiff  would  be  dis- 
appointed cf  that  discoyeiT  to  which  he  would  be  entiued  p.  77,  but  it  would 
be  at  the  plaintiff's  hazard  as  to  costs  p.  82. 
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In  another  case  Tooth  y.  Canterbury^  3  Sim.  49,  where  the  lessees  of  tithes 
from  the  rectors  thd  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Canterbury  had  brought  a  bill  for 
tithe  of  hops  against  the  occupiers  and  against  the  vicar  as  claiming  that 
tithe,  the  occupiers  filed  a  cross  bill  against  the  dean  and  chapter  and  their 
lessees  for  discovery  and  production  of  documents  which  would  show  that 
the  dean  and  chapter  were  not  entitled  to  the  tithe  of  hops.  The  demurrer 
of  the  dean  and  cnapterwas  allowed  by  Shadwell,  V.-C,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  no  interest  in  the  suit  which  was  a  mere  possessory  one,  no  decla- 
ration of  right  being  sought,  in  spite  of  the  argument  that  there  would  be 
great  difficultv  in  getting  production  from  them  by  subp.  due.  tec. 

On  p.  63  the  Vice-chancellor  points  out  the  extreme  inconvenience  and 
mischief  that  would  arise  if  merely  because  a  tenant  in  fee  makes  a  lease  he 
is  whenever  a  dispute  arises  between  his  lessees  and  others  to  be  compelled 
to  produce  his  title  deeds  not  at  the  request  of  his  leasees  but  at  the  request 
of  other  persons,  not  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  title  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  destroying  it,  and  that  the  case  li^ore  him  was  a  case  of  that  kind 
and  not  like  any  one  of  those  excepted  cases  (see  post^  p.  48}  alluded  to  by 
Xiord  Eldon  in  Fenton  v.  Hughes, 

This  cross  bill  was  it  is  to  be  observed  a  bill  for  discovery  not  for  relief. 

Grenerally  whenever  a  person  wrongfully  withholds  the 
production  or  delivery  of  documents  he  may  be  made  a  party 
and  relief  prayed  against  him  on  this  ground :  see  further, 
poBt^  p.  196.  An  attorney  or  other  agent  though  he  need 
not  be  made  a  party  in  respect  of  the  possession  of  the  docu- 
ments of  his  client  or  principal,  for  his  possession  is  the  pos- 
session of  the  client  or  principal  (see  post^  p.  194),  yet  when 
he  wrongfully  keeps  them  in  his  possession  and  refuses  to 
produce  them  or  deliver  them  up,  he  can  properly  be  made  a 
party  and  relief  in  this  respect  sought  against  him :  Fenicick 
V.  Reed,  1  Mer.  p.  123 :  Bond  v.  Northover,  1  Y.  &  C.  221 : 
A.  ff.  V.  Chesterfieldy  18  Beav.  p.  600 :  Banner  v.  Jackson, 
cited  ante,  p.  42,  and  post,  p.  427 :  and  see  post,  p.  196. 
See  also  Lord  Eldon  in  Le  Texier  v.  Anspach,  ante,  p.  43 : 
see  also  the  cases  cited  ante,  p.  19,  and  post,  p.  55  :  and  see 
as  to  actions  for  discovery  by  way  of  relief,  post,  p.  276. 


(c)    WJiere  a  Person  has  had  an  Interest  and  has  parted  mth  it. 

If  a  plaintiff  makes  a  defendant  party  by  mistake  having 
at  the  time  no  interest  in  the  matter  in  question,  yet,  as  he 
may  have  had  an  interest  which  he  may  have  parted  with, 
the  plaintiff  may  require  an  answer  sufficient  to  ascertain 
whether  that  is  the  fact  or  not,  and,  if  the  defendant  has  had 
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an  interest  which  he  has  parted  with,  an  answer  may  also  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  proper  person 
party  instead  of  the  defendant  disclaiining :  Eedes.  PL  319 : 
and  see  Pepper  v.  Senzell^  post :  and  antey  pp.  19,  40,  n.  as  to 
discovery  of  names  of  persons  in  order  to  make  them  parties. 

On  the  general  principles  discussed  ante^  p.  40,  a  person 
could  not  be  made  a  party  solely  for  the  purpose  of  this  dis- 
covery :  some  existing  interest  in  him  must  be  alleged :  see 
Finch  V.  Finch,  2  Ves.  p.  493 :  Beny  v.  Keen,  cited  ante, 
p.  42 :  and  see  ante,  p.  20.  In  Dineki/  v.  Dineley,  2  Atk. 
394,  a  bUl  brought  to  establish  a  wUl  and  seeking  discovery 
of  a  defendant  whether  she  had  any  son  living  of  the  tes- 
tator, her  demurrer  was  allowed  as  being  a  witness :  "  You 
cannot  bring  a  bill  here  to  discover  whether  there  is  such 
a  person  or  where  he  is  in  order  only  to  make  him  a  party  to 
a  suit  in  this  court":  see  however  as  to  a  bill  of  discovery 
with  this  object,  ante,  p.  40,  note*.  And  see  JonesY.  Maund, 
3  T.  &  C.  p.  357,  where  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  considered  that, 
where  a  plaintiS,  having  assigned  his  interest  to  a  person, 
afterward  sued  as  his  agent,  the  defendant  might  file  a  bill 
against  both  to  ascertain  the  relation  in  which  they  stood  to 
one  another  (see  Wilson  v.  Church,  cited  post,  p.  46),  the 
community  of  interest  apparently  existing  between  them 
making  it  a  proper  subject  of  a  bill  of  discovery. 

It  is  said  in  Bedes.  PI.  161,  that  it  had  been  considered 
that  where  a  person  having  had  an  interest  in  the  subject  of 
a  bill  has  assigned  that  interest  he  mig&t  yet  be  compelled  to 
answer  with  respect  to  his  own  acts  before  the  assignment. 
And  reference  is  made  to  the  case  of  a  bankrupt  as  an  instance. 
It  has  however  been  decided  that  a  bankrupt  cannot  be  made 
a  party  for  this  purpose :  see  post,  p.  53 ;  and  qu.  whether  on 
principle  discovery  could  be  had  from  him  after  his  bank- 
ruptcy if  no  relief  can  be  had  against  him,  whether  he  has 
become  bankrupt  before  or  after  the  institution  of  the  suit. 

In  Afum»  W,  N.  76,  p.  3S,  howeyer  a  bankrupt  haviDg  made  an  affidavit 
of  doooments  in  which  ne  said  he  had  no  documents  in  his  power  possession 
or  control  was  ordered  to  make  a  farther  affidavit  of  doonments  which  had 
been  in  his  posseFsion  and  which  he  had  handed  over  to  his  trustee,  but  see 
post,  p.  65|  as  to  this  case. 
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In  Pepper  y.  Grem^  Pepper  v.  Kenzell,  2  H.  &  M.  479,  486,  it  was  held  that 
the  secretary  and  manager  of  a  mutual  insurance  associatLon  who  was  ori- 
ginally a  proper  defendant  to  the  suit  was  still  so  in  spite  of  his  having 
become  bankrupt  since  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  must  give  disooyery 
of  the  names  of  the  members  and  committee  of  the  association  (and  see  Kedes. 
PI.  319,  ante) :  but  in  this  case  it  seems  that  some  relief  might  still  have  been 
had  from  him  notwithstanding  his  bankruptcy. 

Certainly  under  the  present  practice  no  person  could  be 
made  a  defendant  to  a  suit  for  relief  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
covering his  acts  before  assignment :  and  qu.  whether  such 
discovery  could  be  had  from  him  when  he  has  been  made  a 
party  for  relief  and  has  (in  a  case  in  which  he  could  properly 
do  so,  see  post  (d) )  disclaimed  all  interest :  for  he  has  thereby 
reduced  himself  to  the  position  of  a  mere  witness :  see  li'eW' 
man  v.  Qodfrey^  post. 


(d)  The  position  of  a  Person  tcho  demands  tliat  he  shall  be 
dismissed  from  the  Action  because  he  has  no  Interest 
therein,  either  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no  Interest 
at  the  time  of  Action  brought,  or  on  the  ground  that  he 
has  submitted  to  the  Plaintiffs  demands  as  against 
himself. 

If  he  is  professedly  made  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
covery it  is  clear  that  he  can  have  his  name  struck  out  at 
once :  see  Wilson  v.  Church,  9  Ch.  D.  652 :  and  Burstall  v. 
Beyfus,  post,  p.  56.  But  in  some  cases  it  may  be  a  matter 
of  difficulty  to  determine  whether  he  is  made  a  party  for  the 
purpose  of  discovery  or  whether  he  is  made  a  party  with  a 
view  to  find  out  his  interest :  Jessel,  M.  E.  ibid.  p.  557. 

Where  two  members  of  a  firm  of  surveyors,  joined  as  defendants  for  the 
purpose  of  discovery,  put  in  separate  answers  submitting  that  they  were 
improperly  made  parties,  they  were  held  entitled  to  their  costs  as  a  matter  of 
course,  but  only  to  one  set  of  costs,  for  they  should  not  have  put  in  separate 
answers :  Bull  v.  West  London  School  Boards  34  L.  T.  674. 

Where  he  denies  his  interest  he  reduces  himself  to  the 
position  of  a  mere  witness :  see  Newman  v.  Godfrey,  2  B.  0.  0. 
332 :  Chaffers  v.  Day,  3  W.  E.  263 ;  and  therefore,  subject 
to  the  obligation  to  give  any  discovery  of  the  nature  of  that 
discussed  ante,  subsect.  (c),  he  has  a  right  to  have  his  name 
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struck  out,  or  to  have  further  proceedings  stayed  against  him : 
but  see  Heatley  v.  NewtoUj  post :  see  also  Burstall  v.  BeyfuSy 
poaty  p.  56. 

But  although  he  has  no  interest  in  the  matters  of  the  suit 
haying  assigned  all  his  interest  (or  otherwise),  others  may 
have  an  interest  in  it  against  him,  as  for  instance  if  he  is 
alleged  to  be  an  accounting  party :  Glassingfon  v.  ThtcaiteSy  2 
Buss.  458,  p.  462 :  and  see  Bulkekij  v.  Dunbary  1  Anst.  37  : 
Whiting  v.  Bushy  cited  post,  p.  68 :  or  if  costs  are  prayed 
against  him :  see  th^  cases  discussed  posty  (B.)  in  which  per- 
sons have  been  made  parties  for  costs.  A  party  cannot  dis- 
claim his  liability :  Olassington  v.  Thwaites,  p.  462  :  Dobree  v. 
Nichohoriy  18  W.  E.  965. 

Where  a  person  was  made  a  party  and  costs  were  prayed  against  him  on 
an  aUegaiion  that  Yxj  pretending  an  mterest  he  had  prevented  tmstees  (also 
defendants)  from  assigning  someproperty  to  the  plaintiff  (the  cestui  que  trust), 
it  was  held  not  snmcient  for  him  to  disclaim  any  interest  and  say  that  he 
had  not  and  never  had  or  pretended  to  have  any  interest,  but  he  must  answer 
aU  the  plaintiff's  allegations  as  to  the  alleged  interference  with  the  perform- 
ance by  the  trustees  3t  their  duty  on  which  the  plaintiff  founded  his  title  to 
make  him  pay  costs :  Graham  v.  Coope^  d  M.  &  G.  638,  pp.  641,  618 :  and 
see  Walters  v.  Official  Manager  of  Northern^  ^e,  Co.  1  W.  B.  383. 

Where  a  person  has  been  properly  made  a  party  and  de- 
mands that  further  proceedings  may  be  stayed  against  him  on 
complying  with  the  plaintiff's  demands  against  him  in  the 
action,  although  a  plaintiff  cannot  (per  Lush,  J.  p.  337  :  Bag- 
gallay,  L.  J.  p.  336,  refusing  to  express  an  opinion)  retain 
persons  as  defendants  merely  because  he  wishes  to  interrogate 
or  get  disooveiy  from  them  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  his  case 
against  the  other  defendants,  yet  (per  Lush,  J.  pp.  337 — 
338)  it  is  a  ground  for  not  letting  him  off  summarily  (and 
see  Baggallay,  L.  J.  p.  336)  that  there  is  a  great  advantage 
accruing  to  the  plaintiff  from  being  at  liberty  to  interrogate 
him  instead  of  calling  him  as  a  witness;  for  though  the 
answers  cannot  be  read  as  evidence  as  against  the  other  de- 
fendants the  admissions  of  a  co-defendant,  and  especially 
where  he  is  agent  of  the  other  defendants,  must  have  an 
influence  on  them  in  determining  whether  further  to  defend 
the  suit :  Heatley  v.  Newtotiy  19  Ch.  D.  326,  where  auctioneers 
(as  to  whom  see  posty  p.  60)  were  made  co-defendants,  as 
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holding  the  deposit,  and  for  costs,  and  were  allowed  to  be  re- 
tained for  the  purpose  of  costs :  (see  further  jem?^^,  (B)  ). 

Under  the  old  practice  in  equity  where  no  interest  (or  a 
mere  general  allegation  that  some  interest  was  claimed  bj  the 
defendant  which  was  not  sufficient  to  prevent  a  demurrer : 
Plumbe  V.  Plumbe^  4  T.  &  C.  345)  was  alleged,  the  proper 
course  was  to  demur.  But  if  an  interest  was  alleged  it  must 
have  been  denied  either  by  way  of  disclaimer  or  plea,  not 
according  to  the  later  practice  by  answer:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
p.  255 :  Cookson  v.  Ellison^  2  B.  0.  C.  252,  preferred  to 
Newman  v.  Godfrey^  ibid.  332 :  Hare,  p.  167 :  Bedes.  PI.  160. 
But  a  disclaimer  could  seldom  have  been  put  in  alone :  some 
kind  of  answer  had  generally  to  be  given  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  612 : 
Oxenham  v.  Eskdaile^  McCl.  &  Y.  540 :  to  meet  the  plaintiff's 
charges :  see  Glassington  v.  ThwaiteSy  ante. 


(B)  Exceptiom. 

The  old  Practice — The  recent  Practice. 

The  old  Practice. 

The  exceptions  referred  to  ante^  p.  40,  were  in  early  times 
supposed  to  be  attomies  and  other  agents  implicated  in  a 
fraud,  auctioneers  or  agents  to  sell,  bankrupts,  arbitrators, 
officers  or  members  of  corporate  bodies. 

As  to  the  old  equity  practice  of  making  officers  or  members 
of  corporate  bodies  parties  for  the  purpose  of  giving  discovery 
on  their  behadf :  Bee  post ^  Sect.  III.  sub-sect.  (f). 

As  to  attomies  and  other  agents  implicated  in  a  fraud,  see 
post  (a). 

As  to  auctioneers  or  agents  to  sell  (and  other  agents,  trus- 
tees, married  women),  Bee  post  (b). 

As  to  arbitrators,  eeepost  (c). 

As  to  bankrupts,  Bee  post  (d). 

These  cases  are  said  to  be  exceptions ;  but  strictly  speak- 
ing, except  in  the  case  of  a  bankrupt,  they  are  not  exceptions, 
for  costs  or  delivery  of  documents  were  prayed  against  the 
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persons,  and  therefore  they  were  parties  against  whom  a 
decree  might  be  made.  Some  of  them  are  exceptions  on  the 
footing  of  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Dummer  v. 
Corp.  Cheltenhamy  14  Ves.  p.  252,  "persons  having  no 
interest  to  convey  give  up  or  receive,"  but  this  is  to  state 
the  rule  too  narrowly. 

(a)  As  to  Attorniea  and  other  Agents  implicated  in  a  Fraud. 

Where  an  attorney  or  other  agent  is  so  involved  in  the 
fraud  charged  by  the  bill  that  though  a  re-conveyance  or 
other  relief  cannot  be  prayed  against  him  a  court  of  equity 
will,  rather  than  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  his  costs, 
order  that  agent  to  pay  them,  if  he  is  made  a  party,  the 
plaintiff  must  pray  that  he  may  pay  the  costs ;  otherwise  a 
demurrer  will  lie :  Lord  Eldon  in  Le  Texier  v.  Ampach,  16 
Ves.  p.  164 :  and  see  note,  Eedes.  PL  160 :  and  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
p.  254. 

In  actions  brought  to  impeach  deeds  for  fraud  the  attor- 
nies  who  prepared  them  and  other  persons  concerned  in 
obtaining  them  have  been  made  defendants  as  parties  to  the 
fraud  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  full  discovery :  Bedes. 
PL  189:  though  they  have  no  interest  to  convey  give  up  or 
receive:  Dummer  v.  Corp.  Cheltenham^  14  Ves.  p.  252:  but 
relief  must  have  been  sought  against  them  in  the  shape  of 
costs.  So  in  other  actions  where  attomies  have  so  involved 
themselves  in  a  fraud  that,  though  no  other  relief  was  prayed 
against  them,  the  court  would  order  them  to  pay  costs :  Dan. 
Ch.  Pr.  p.  254 :  Bennett  v.  Vade,  2  Atk.  p.  327 :  Bowles  v. 
Stewarty  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  p.  227:  Beadiest.  Birch,  10  Sim. 
332  :  Crofts  v.  Allmann,  12  Ir.  Eq.  R  451,  p.  461 :  Roddy 
V.  Williams f  3  J.  &  L.  1.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  a  solicitor 
who  is  implicated  in  a  case  of  fraud  may  be  made  a  party  to 
a  bill  seeking  relief  in  respect  of  that  fraud  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  discovery,  the  only  relief  asked  against  him  being 
that  he  should  be  ordered  to  pay  costs :  Lord  Westbury  in 
Gilbert  v.  LewiSy  1  D.  &.  J.  &  S.  p.  52  :  and  see  Percival  v. 
Blower y  1  L.  J.  Ch.  1.  So  any  agent  implicated  in  the  fraud: 
BuUceley  v.  DunhaVy  1  Anst.  37 :  Lines  v.  Mitchelly  4  Dr. 
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p.  97 :  Wahham  v.  Stainton,  1  H.  &  M.  pp.  337—338.  See 
as  to  a  married  ^oman  implicated  in  a  fraud,  post^  p.  68. 

The  circumstances  or  acts  constituting  the  fraud  must  have 
been  distinctly  alleged :  Gilbert  v.  Lewis,  pp.  49 — 50  :  Dan. 
Oh.  Pr.  p.  254 :  Kellt/  v.  Jtogers,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  514,  a  bill  by 
a  husband  against  a  solicitor  for  preparing  a  deed  by  which 
his  wife  conveyed  away  property  previous  to  her  marriage  in 
fraud  of  his  marital  rights :  Baker  v.  Loader,  L.  E».  16  Eq. 
48 ;  and  cases  there  referred  to  where  an  attorney  was  ordered 
to  pay  costs. 

See  as  to  the  kind  of  fraud  necessary  to  be  alleged  to  bring 
the  attorney  within  the  rule :  Marshall  v.  Sladden,  7  Ha. 
pp.  441 — 443  :  and  Kellt/  v.  Rogers,  ante. 

See  further  the  subject  of  an  attorney's  fraud  in  connec- 
tion with  professional  privilege,  post,  p.  352. 


(b)  As  to  Agents  to  sell,  Auctioneers :  other  Agents,  Trustees, 

Married  Women. 

There  have  been  cases  of  agents  to  sell  auctioneers  (as  to 
auctioneers  see  Cutts  v.  TJiodey,  13  Sim.  206)  &o.  made 
defendants  without  objection.  Whether  that  arose  originally 
from  some  interest  in  them,  as  holding  deposits,  that  would 
frequently  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  relief  against  them,  I  do 
not  know :  but  I  cannot  deny  that  such  persons  have  been 
made  defendants  where  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  say  any 
relief  was  to  be  prayed  against  them  at  the  hearing ;  but 
those  oases  are  upon  bills  for  relief  (see  ante,  p.  43) :  Lord 
Eldon  in  Fenton  v.  Hughes,  7  Ves.  p.  289.  See  now  as  to 
auctioneers :  Heatley  v.  Newton,  19  Ch.  D.  326,  cited  ante, 
p.  47, 

Though  an  agent  as  such  is  not  a  proper  party:  Dan.  Oh. 
Pr.  pp.  177,  253  (see  as  to  an  agent's  possession  of  his  prin- 
cipal's documents  ante,  p.  44) ;  a  trustee  is  so  unless  he  is  a 
bare  trustee  without  any  estate  vested  in  him  :  see  Dan.  Ch. 
Pr.  p.  217 :  see  also  as  to  reading  the  answer  of  a  trustee 
against  a  cestui  que  trust  Morse  v.  Royal,  cited  Bk.  Ill, 
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Oh.  IX.  Sect.  V. :  and  see  post^  p.  60,  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
disooyery  obtainable  from  a  person  made  a  party  as  trustee. 

A  married  woman  was  not  within  the  exceptions  in  this 
respeot  so  as  that  she  could  be  made  party  for  the  purpose  of 
discovery  to  a  suit  against  the  husband  for  relief :  Le  Texier 
V.  Anspachf  15  Yes.  159.  In  this  case  she  had  acted  as  agent 
for  her  husband  in  certain  contracts  the  accounts  relating  to 
which  were  the  subject  of  the  suit.  Lord  Eldon,  at  pp.  164, 
166,  refused  to  say  what  would  have  been  the  effect  if  relief 
had  been  sought  against  her  in  the  shape  of  a  prayer  for 
delivery  up  of  certain  vouchers  charged  to  be  in  her  hands 
(see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  44 :  and  see  also  Whiting  v.  Rushy 
cited  posty  p.  68).  So  in  Barron  v.  Orillardy  3  V.  &  B.  165, 
a  bill  for  discovery  against  husband  and  wife  in  aid  of  an 
action  to  recover  a  debt  of  the  wife  before  marriage  which 
the  husband  had  undertaken  to  pay,  where  her  separate  de- 
murrer was  allowed.  A  further  reason  for  disqualifying  her 
as  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  discovery  to  be  used  against  her 
husband  was,  that  at  that  time  the  evidence  of  a  married 
woman  could  not  be  used  against  her  husband :  Le  Texier  v. 
Anspach,  pp.  165—166 :  5  Ves.  322,  p.  329 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
p.  167 :  Butter  v.  BaMmny  1  Eq.  Oa.  Ab.  226 :  Barron  v. 
Orillard. 


(c)  As  to  Arbitrators. 

In  suits  to  set  aside  awards  arbitrators  are  not  proper 
parties  but  are  mere  witnesses :  Bedes.  PI.  160 :  Story,  Eq. 
Jut.  §  1500 :  Hamilton  v.  Bankiny  3  D.  G.  &  Sm.  782  :  15  Jur. 
70 :  Steward  v.  E.  L  Co.  2  Vem.  380,  explained  2  D.  G.  & 
Sm.  pp.  770 — 771,  misunderstood  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Bummer 
V.  Corp,  Cheltenhamy  14  Ves.  p.  254,  and  see  2  M.  &  G.  p.  70. 

But  otherwise  if  corruption,  partiality,  fraud,  collusion,  or 
other  gross  misconduct  is  charged  against  them :  Tittinson  v. 
Peaty  3  Atk.  529 :  Ives  v.  MetcalfCy  1  Atk.  p.  64  :  Lonsdah  v. 
Idttledaky  2  Ves.  jun.  451 :  Rybott  v.  Barrell,  2  Eden,  p.  134: 
Hamilton  v.  Bankin :  Goodman  v.  SayerSy  2  J,  &  W.  249 : 
Eedes.  PL  160, 261 :  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1500 :  and  see  Bummer 
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V.  Corp,  Cheltenham,  In  such  cases  they  must  have  answered 
the  spedfio  facts  charged  against  them,  and  not  merely  have 
denied  the  general  charge :  Padley  v.  Lincoln  Waterioorks  Co. 

2  M.  &  G.  68,  p.  72 :  Lingood  v.  Croucher,  2  Atk.  395,  p. 
396 :  Lonsdale  v.  Littledale,  p.  453  :  Bedes.  PL  161 :  and  so 
now  they  must  answer  such  charges  if  interrogated :  see  Dan. 
Ch.  Pr.  p.  580 :  and  if  the  charges  were  ultimately  established, 
they  would  be  ordered  to  pay  costs :  Lingood  v.  Croucher,  2 
Atk.  395 :  Chicot  v.  Lequesne,  2  Ves.  315  :  Redes.  PL  160. 

In  fact  that  was  the  true  footing  on  which  they  might  be 
made  parties,  that  is  to  say  not  for  the  purpose  of  discovery, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  relief,  namely  the  payment  of  costs  on 
the  ground  of  their  misconduct.  And  therefore  costs  should 
be  prayed  against  them  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  253 :  and  see  ante^ 
p.  48. 

Except  under  those  circumstances  and  to  that  extent  they 
are  not  bound  to  disclose  the  grounds  of  their  awards  :  Anon, 

3  Atk.  644 :  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1498 :  Pons/ord  v.  Swaine,  1 
J.  &.  H.  433,  p.  435 :  TayL  Evid.  pp.  790—791 :  and  see 
Turner  v.  Ooulden^  L.  R.  9  0.  P.  p.  60.  An  arbitrator  if  he 
takes  proper  means  to  clear  himself  from  the  imputation  of 
fraud  is  not  bound  to  state  the  reasons  of  his  award  because 
he  is  acting  as  judge  and  has  a  right  under  that  character  to 
protection.  If  however  any  fraud  is  imputed  he  must  so 
frame  his  defence  as  to  disprove  the  imputation  of  fraud, 
otherwise  that  takes  away  the  protection  which  belongs  to 
his  character  of  arbitrator:  Lord  Cottenham  in  Padley  v. 
Lincoln  Water  works  Co,  2  M.  &  G.  p.  71, 

They  are  not  exempted  from  disclosing  facts  which  have 
been  stated  before  them  :  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1496,  note.  As 
witnesses  they  may  be  asked  as  to  what  passed  before  them 
and  what  matters  were  presented  to  them  for  consideration, 
but  not  what  passed  in  their  own  minds  when  exercising  their 
discretionary  power:  Bticcleuch  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  L.  E.  5  H.  L.  418  :  5  Ex.  221 :  3  Ex.  306 :  see  also 
JEllis  V.  Saltan,  4  C.  &  P.  327 :  see  also  Ponsford  v.  Sicaine, 
1  J.  &  H.  433,  p.  435  (where  however  the  award  had  not 
been  taken  up,  and  also  a  lien  was  claimed  on  certain  docu- 
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ments  by  them  as  witnesses).  In  that  case  the  submission 
and  award  were  protected  from  production  on  that  ground, 
and  so  reports  of  engineers  and  accountants  made  for  their 
guidance  but  on  the  ground  apparently  that  they  were  not 
bound  to  disclose  the  information  which  they  had  consulted : 
but  as  to  documents  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
respectively  and  handed  to  the  arbitrators  it  was  held  that 
they  could  not  refuse  production  of  them  to  the  respective 
parties. 


(d)  As  to  Bankrupts. 

The  case  of  a  bankrupt  was  also  attempted  to  be  brought 
within  the  exceptions,  though  by  Lord  Bedesdale  principally 
on  another  ground,  that  is  to  say  as  a  party  who  had  an 
interest  and  has  assigned  it :  see  ante,  p.  45. 

In  Bedes.  PI.  161,  the  position  of  a  bankrupt  is  thus  de- 
fined : — a  bankrupt  made  party  to  a  bill  against  his  assignees 
touching  his  estate  may  demur  to  the  relief,  all  his  interest 
being  transferred  to  his  assignees :  but  it  seems  to  have  been 
generally  understood  that  if  any  discovery  is  sought  of  his 
acts  before  he  became  a  bankrupt  he  must  answer  to  that  part 
of  the  bill  for  the  sake  of  discovery,  and  to  assist  the  plaintiff 
in  obtaining  proof,  though  his  answer  cannot  bo  read  against 
his  assignees  (and  see  Whitworth  v.  i)am,pp.  548 — 549),  and 
otherwise  the  bankrupt  might  entirely  defeat  justice. 

The  cages  however  do  not  support  this  proposition.  The 
practice  of  making  a  bankrupt  a  party  to  a  suit  for  relief  for 
the  purpose  of  discovery,  though  said  to  be  a  convenient  one 
especially  in  a  suit  for  an  injunction  against  the  assignees 
where  he  might  be  the  only  person  having  a  knowledge  of 
the  transaction,  was  never  formally  established  by  any  deci- 
sion :  Whittc(yrth  v.  DaviSy  1  V.  &  B.  pp.  548 — 551,  referring 
to  the  above  passage  from  Lord  Bedesdale. 

In  a  note  to  Bedes.  PL  161,  an  exception  was  said  to  lie 
where  fraud  was  charged  and  costs  prayed  against  him :  bu,t 
see  Oifbert  v.  LetaSy  2  J.  &  H.  pp.  455 — 457,  referring  to 
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Mackworth  v.  MarshaUy  3  Sim.  368,  and  Lloyd  y.  Landery  5 
Mad.  p.  291. 

In  King  v.  Martin^  2  Yes.  jnn.  641,  where  it  was  held  that 
he  ooxdd  not  demur,  a  fraudxdent  and  supersedahle  bank- 
ruptcy was  charged  against  the  bankrapt  and  his  assignees  so 
that  (p.  643)  he  was  a  material  party  against  whom  a  deoree 
might  be  made :  Whitworth  v.  DaviSj  p.  549 :  CHlberi  v.  Lewis, 
1  D.  G.  J.  &  S.  p.  45. 

In  Gilbert  v.  Lewis,  p.  45,  Lord  Westbury  however  observed 
that  there  must  be  allegations  to  show  that  unless  the  dis- 
oovery  sought  were  given  there  would  be  a  failure  of  justice, 
otherwise,  the  relief  failing,  the  discovery  must  fail  also: 
and  at  p.  50  in  his  judgment  he  says :  '^  I  am  by  no  means 
disposed  to  hold  that  a  bankrupt  who  has  been  engaged 
in  a  fraudulent  transaction  antecedently  to  his  bankruptcy 
whereby  he  has  acquired  property  may  not  be  made  a  pariy 
to  a  bill  for  discovery  even  though  the  property  has  been 
transferred  by  law  to  the  assignee.  But  then  the  bill  must 
be  constituted  for  the  express  purpose  of  obtaining  that  dis- 
covery from  the  bankrupt.  If  the  discovery  sought  from  the 
bankrupt  is  sought  merely  as  incidental  to  relief,  then  he,  not 
being  a  necessary  party  in  respect  of  that  relief,  may  demur 
to  the  portion  of  the  bill  seeking  it  and  therefore  to  the  dis- 
covery which  is  sought  merely  as  incidental  to  it." 

The  above  observations  of  Lord  Westbury  only  apply  to 
suits  for  relief  not  to  bills  for  discovery:  Manchester  Fire 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Wykes,  23  W.  E.  884,  p.  885.  A  bank- 
rupt could  not  be  made  a  party  with  his  assignees  to  a  bill 
for  discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  by  the 
assignees  against  the  plaintiff:  Griffin  v.  Archer,  2  Anst. 
478 :  Hare,  p.  81 :  Whitworth  v.  Davis,  p.  549 :  and  see 
Manchester,  8fc.  Co,  v.  Wykes,  where  a  bankrupt  was  allowed 
to  demur  to  a  bill  for  discovery  against  the  trustee  and  him- 
self in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  by  the  trustee  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  action :  see  as  to  bills 
for  discovery  post.  Book  III.  Chap.  X.,  and  the  note  ante, 
p.  40. 

A  bankrupt  might  file  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  his 


PARTIES  FOB  THE  PURPOSE  OF  DISCOVERY.  65 

defence  to  an  action  at  law :   Lowndes  y.  Tayhr,  1  Mad. 
p.  425. 

Where  relief  is  prayed  against  the  bankrupt  he  must  of 
course  give  the  discovery  incidental  to  that  relief  if  the  relief 
is  such  that  it  can  properly  be  had  against  him :  but  if  the 
plaintiff  shows  no  title  to  relief  against  him,  the  discovery, 
being  incidental  to  the  relief,  fails  with  the  relief :  Whitworth 
V.  DamSy  1  V.  &  B.  pp.  550 — 551 :  Oilbert  v.  Leicis,  1  D.  G. 
J.  &  S.  p.  50,  and  ante :  see  Pepper  v.  Green,  Pepper  v.  Senzellj 
cited  ante,  p.  46,  a  peculiar  case.  Where  for  instance  there 
was  a  charge  against  him  for  wrongly  withholding  documents 
in  his  possession  he  could  not  demur  but  must  answer  whether 
or  not  they  were  in  his  possession :  GUlhert  v.  Lewis,  p.  61. 
But  there  must  be  a  specific  charge  to  that  effect.  It  was  not 
enough  to  charge  generally  that  he  and  his  assignees  had 
documents  in  their  possession :  Lloyd  v.  Lander,  5  Madd.  p. 
591 :  nor  in  a  suit  by  the  trustee  against  the  bankrupt  and 
his  son  that  they  or  one  of  them  &c. :  Weise  v.  Wardle,  L.  R. 
19  Eq.  171.  But  he  could  not  be  made  a  party  merely  in 
respect  of  the  possession  of  documents  for  his  possession  is  the 
possession  of  the  trustee  :  Gilbert  v.  Lewis,  pp.  50 — 51 :  (but 
see  Rodick  v.  Gandell,  10  B.  270)  :  and  see  ante,  p.  44.  Qu. 
on  this  ground  as  to  the  order  in  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  38, 
referred  to  ante^  p.  45. 


The  recent  Practice  (see  ante,  p.  48). 

The  current  of  recent  opinion  has  however  set  very  strongly 
against  this  practice  of  making  these  various  persons  parties. 
Lord  Cottenham  in  Attivood  v.  Small,  6  CI.  &  F.  232,  p.  353, 
considered  that  the  practice  ought  never  to  be  resorted  to, 
except  in  some  very  extreme  case  where  there  was  really  a 
fear  of  losing  the  costs :  and  that  where  that  was  not  the 
case  it  could  not  be  resorted  to  except  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
justice :  and  Wigram,  V.-C.  in  Marshall  v.  Sladden,  7  Ha.  p. 
441,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

In  Barnes  v.  Addt/,  L.  E.  9  Oh.  p.  255  (and  s^e  Hutchins  v. 
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HtUchinSy  I.  E.  10  Eq.  p.  458)  Lord  Selbome  comments  on 
the  practioe  of  making  agents  parties :  '^  I  repeat  what  I  said 
during  the  argument  that  I  have  been  under  the  impression 
and  I  hope  the  impression  will  go  abroad  that  of  late  years 
the  court  ha.s  set  its  face  against  making  solicitors  or  others 
who  are  properly  witnesses  who  are  not  chargeable  with  any 
part  of  the  relief  prayed  parlies  to  the  suit  with  a  view  to 
charging  them  with  costs  alone.  I  know  no  principle  on 
which  they  can  be  charged  and  made  parties  for  that  purpose 
unless  other  and  further  relief  might  also  be  given  against 
them."  And  referring  to  this  passage  Lord  Selbome  in 
Burstall  v.  Beyfu^,  26  Ch.  D.  35,  p.  40,  adds  that  if  they 
cannot  be  made  parties  to  pay  costs,  k  fortiori  they  cannot  be 
made  parties  for  the  mere  purpose  of  making  discovery :  and 
see  Cotton,  L.  J.  ibid.  pp.  41 — 42 :  and  accordingly  the  names 
of  the  solicitors  were  struck  out. 

In  Weise  v.  Wardle,  L.  E.  19  Eq.  p.  172,  Jessel,  M.  E.' 
discusses  the  subject.  The  action  was  by  the  trustee  against 
the  bankrupt  and  his  son  to  set  aside  an  alleged  fraudulent 
conveyance  by  the  father  to  the  son.  "  The  real  ground  of 
demurrer  is  that  the  bankrupt  ought  not  to  be  a  party  to  the 
suit.  The  charge  is  that  the  bankrupt  has  conveyed  away 
part  of  his  property  so  as  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors. 
Now  in  respect  of  that  property  he  has  no  interest  nor  is  he 
under  any  personal  liability :  why  then  is  he  made  a  defen- 
dant. It  is  said  that  he  has  been  party  to  a  fraud  and  that  he 
may  be  made  a  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  discovery  and 
paynrent  of  costs.  Now  it  is  true  that  there  is  a  rule  that  a 
mere  agent  may  in  certain  cases  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit 
but  that  rule  has  been  disapproved  of  by  eminent  judges  in 
several  cases.  Sir  J.  Wigram  in  Marshall  v.  SladdeUy  p.  441, 
speaks  of  the  practice  as  a  practice  of  a  very  anomalous  cha- 
racter. Lord  Cottenham  in  Atttcood  v.  Small,  pp.  352 — 364, 
pointed  out  various  objections  to  it.  It  is  obvious  from  the 
tenor  of  his  lordship's  observations  that  he  disapproved  of  the 
practice  and  that  he  would  probably  have  advised  the  House 
of  Lords  to  overrule  it  had  an  opportunity  presented  itself : 
at  all  events  it  is  plain  that  the  practice  is  not  to  be  extended. 


PARTIES  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  DISCOVERY.  67 

I  consider  that  the  practice  as  it  now  exists  applies  only  to 
cases  in  which  the  defendant  is  an  agent  (under  which  term 
is  included  the  case  of  his  being  an  attorney  or  solicitor)  or 
an  arbitrator:  this  defendant  is  neither:  and  the  demurrer 
therefore  must  be  allowed  with  costs," 

See  also  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Mathias  v.  YettSf  46  L.  T.  p.  502 ; 
and  in  A,  G.  v.  Vestry  of  Bemwiidset/y  23  Ch.  D.  p.  67 : 
refusing  to  extend  the  rule  of  the  three  A.'s  (attorney,  agent, 
arbitrator)  to  members  of  corporations  or  vestrymen. 

See  however  as  to  an  auctioneer  Heatley  v.  Newtotiy  19 
Ch.  D.  326  (cited  antCy  p.  47). 


11.  (a)  Whether  Discovery  may  be  hadfrofn  a  Party  tcho  is  not 
an  Opposite  Party :  (b)  whether  the  Discovery  which  may 
be  had  from  a  Party  is  limited  to  that  which  is  relevant 
to  the  Matters  in  question  between  the  Applicant  and  the 
Party  or  whether  it  extends  to  Discovery  relevant  to 
Matters  in  question  between  the  Applicant  and  another 
Party  to  the  Action. 

(a) 

(1)  Interrogatories, 

See  posty  Sect.  III.  as  to  who  are  parties. 

Ord.  XXXI.  r.  1,  gives  to  a  party  (that  is  to  say  a  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  &eeposty  p,  61,  as  to  the  definition  of  these 
words  under  the  Jud.  Act)  the  right  only  to  interrogate  an 
opposite  party  or  parties. 

This  phrase  "  opposite  party  or  parties  "  means  not  a  party 
or  parties  having  an  adverse  interest  but  a  party  or  parties 
between  whom  and  the  applicant  an  issue  is  (or  may  be) 
joined  :  Molloy  v.  Kirby^  15  Ch.  D.  162,  p.  164. 

A  defendant  to  a  counterclaim  therefore  cannot  interrogate 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  unless  he  get  himself  made  a 
defendant  in  the  action  under  Ord.  XYI.  r.  11,  for  there  is 
no  issue  between  them  :  they  are  co-defendants  to  the 
counterclaim:  ibid. 
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(2)  Discovery  and  Production  of  Documents  (see  ante). 

See  post^  Sect.  III.  as  to  who  are  parties. 

By  rule  14  of  Ord.  XXXI.  any  party  to  the  cause  or 
matter  may  be  ordered  to  produce  documents :  by  rule  12 
any  party  may  apply  for  an  order  on  any  other  party  to  the 
cause  or  matter  for  an  affidavit  of  documents.  Qu.  whether 
on  principle  these  rules  should  receive  any  wider  interpreta- 
tion than  that  given  to  the  rule  relating  to  interrogatories 
(see  ante  (1) )  so  far  as  regards  applications  before  decree.  A 
party  is  a  mere  witness  as  to  matters  that  are  not  in  question 
between  himself  and  another  party:  and  if  there  are  no 
matters  in  question  between  them  he  is  altogether  a  witness. 
And  if  that  is  so,  on  what  principle  can  discovery  be  required 
of  him  (see  antCy  p.  40)  ?  See  also  further  post^  p.  59,  as  to 
discovery  being  limited  to  matters  in  question  between  the 
party  and  the  applicant. 

Co-defendants  may  after  decree  undoubtedly,  see  Bk.  III. 
Ch.  IV.  obtain  discovery  and  production  from  one  another : 
but  qu.  whether  except  in  cases  where  there  is  some  matter 
in  question  between  them. 

In  reference  to  the  want  of  any  provision  for  discovery  or 
production  of  documents  from  co-defendants  in  the  Chancery 
Procedure  Act,  Lord  Hatherley  (see  A,  G.  v.  Clapham,  post) 
observes  that  it  was  thought  proper  that  such  a  case  should 
be  left  to  the  operation  of  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding 
by  a  cross  bill :  but  qu.  whether  a  cross  bUl  of  discovery 
could  be  filed  against  a  co-defendant  if  there  were  no  iliatter 
in  question  between  them. 

Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Molloy  v.  Kirby,  15  Oh.  D.  p.  164,  refers  to 
the  distinction  in  language  between  rule  14  and  rule  1  as  to  in- 
terrogatories ;  and  in  Qiiilter  v.  Heatley  (according  to  the  report 
in  48  L.  T.  p.  375,  but  not  in  23  Ch.  D.  42)  the  same  judge  in 
reference  to  rule  15  (see  j!?o.sf,p.  240)  says,  that  a  defendant  may 
give  notice  to  his  co-defendant,  and  that  the  rule  does  not  apply 
only  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant.  On  the  other  hand 
in  McAllister  v.  Rochester^  5  0.  P.  D.  194,  p.  210,  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  an  order  for  discovery  of  documents  on  third 
parties  brought  in  by  the  defendant  but  who  had  obtained  an 


PARIIES  FOR  TUK  PURPOSE  OF  DISCOVERT.  69 

order  to  defend  under  Ord.  XVI.  r.  11,  on  the  ground  that 
they  became  by  virtue  of  this  order  persons  litigating  with 
the  plaintiff  (and  see  Thesiger,  L.  J.  Molloy  v.  Kirby^  p.  165) : 
and  correspondingly  they  would  have  a  right  to  discovery 
against  the  plaintiff.  See  also  Benyon  v.  Godden,  W.  N.  77, 
p.  257  (cited  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IX.  Sect.  VIII.),  where  an  appU- 
cation  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  for  production  for  the  pur- 
pose of  an  appeal  of  certain  accounts  put  in  by  third  parties 
at  the  trial. 

The  Chancery  Procedure  Act  did  not  provide  for  any 
application  by  one  defendant  against  his  co-defendant  for 
discovery  or  production  of  documents.  It  was  thought  to  be 
proper  that  such  a  case  should  be  still  left  to  the  operation  of 
the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding  by  a  cross  bill  (but  see 
ante) :  Lord  Hatherley  in  A,  O,  v.  Clapham^  10  Ha.  App. 
p.  69 :  and  see  Wynne  v.  Humbertson^  27  Beav.  p.  424 :  but 
otherwise  after  decree  Hart  v.  MontefiorCy  30  Beav.  280  :  and 
seej»o«^,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IV. 

The  expression  "  opposite  party  "  was  used  in  sect.  6  of  the 
0.  L.  P.  Act,  1851  in  reference  to  inspection,  and  in  sects.  50 
and  51  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  in  reference  to  the  affidavit 
of  documents  and  interrogatories. 


(b)  See  antCy  p.  57. 

Here  again  (see  ante^  p.  58),  on  the  principle  that  a  party 
is  a  witness  as  to  matters  which  £u*e  not  in  .question  between 
himself  and  the  applicant,  it  would  seem  that  he  cannot  be 
required  to  give  discovery  which  is  relevant  only  to  matters 
in  question  between  the  applicant  and  some  other  party  to 
the  action.     And  the  practice  in  equity  seems  to  have  been  so, 

Discoveiy  miut  be  given  by  a  defendant  if  relevant  to  any  part  of  the  case 
against  himself  :  see  Taylor  y.  Miiner^  11  Yes.  p.  43.  A  suit  in  equity  being 
several  and  distinct  against  each  defendant,  each  was  in  strictness  a  de- 
fendant so  far  as  the  suit  was  a  suit  against  him,  and  a  witness  as  to  the 
residue  of  the  bill :  so  far  as  the  bill  applied  to  other  parties  only  the  allega- 
tions in  the  biU  were  immaterial :  Wigr.  PI.  236. 

A  discovery  may  be  material  to  the  plaintiff's  general  case  if  made  by  one 
of  the  defendants  which  would  bo  wholly  irrelevant  if  made  by  another :  in 
such  oases  the  defendant  from  whom  the  discovery  would  bo  immaterial  is 
not  obliged  to  make  it :  and  in  general  a  defendant  is  only  obliged  to  answer 
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such  of  the  ioterrogratories  as  are  neoessaiyto  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a 
complete  decree  againt  him  individually :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  625. 

Mr.  Hare  p.  160  lays  down  this  proposition  in  narrower  terms :  *'  Though 
very  little  oi  definite  authority  appears  in  the  books  on  the  subject  it  is 
unquestionably  consistent  with  principle  that  a  defendant  should  not  be 
required  to  answer  respecting  the  transactions  of  other  persons  on  the  record 
when  he  is  not  charged  with  knowledge  interest  or  participation/'  referring 
to  Miehard^n  v.  Hulbert^  1  Anst.  65 :  Draper  v.  Jaaon  Fineh^  240  :  Gloisington 
V.  Tkwaitex,  2  Russ.  468 :  JVilliatM  v.  Leighton,  2  Tot.  Trans.  9 :  and  see 
Marsh  v.  Keith^  post. 

That  the  answer  of  one  defendant  could  not  be  read  against  another : 
Redes.  PI.  161,  188:  Whitworth  v.  Davis,  1  V.  &  B.  pp.  548—649:  is  not 
perhaps  conclusive:  see  ante,  p.  41,  andpo«/,  p.  112. 

A  trustee  or  incumbrancer  interested  only  in  part  or  heir  at  law  always 
answered  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  applied  to  him  and  need  not  answer  the 
rest:  Agar  ▼.  RegenCs  Canal  Co,  Cooper,  p.  215  :  Wigr.  PL  235.  In  Marsh 
Y.  Keith,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  342,  it  was  said  (p.  348)  in  reference  to  a  claim  by  a 
defendant  trustee  to  refuse  discovery  as  immaterial  to  any  relief  against  him- 
self ;  '*  all  that  is  asked  specifically  against  him  is  an  injunction  and  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  new  trustee.  But  in  truth  the  whole  relief  sought  by  the 
bill  is  asked  against  him.  It  may  not  be  hostile  relief :  but  as  trustee  he  is 
inyolved  in  the  whole  of  the  relief  asked : "  and  see  Walters  v.  Official  Manager 
of  Northern^  ^.  Co.  I  W.  R.  383  :  see  also  as  to  a  trustee,  post. 

As  regards  aotaal  authority,  the  point  was  raised  in  a 
recent  case  of  Whitham  v.  Whitham^  28  S.  J.  456,  but 
Pearson,  J.  refused  to  decide  it.  The  action  was  by  oestuis 
que  trustent  against  a  trustee  and  the  representatives  of 
deceased  co-trustees  to  compel  them  to  make  good  trust 
monies  which  the  defendant  trustee  had  with  the  concurrence 
of  his  co-trustees  employed  in  his  business.  The  plaintiffs 
were  held  entitled  to  an  order  on  the  trustee  for  production 
of  his  business  books  on  two  grounds,  first  that  it  would  be 
material  to  enable  them  to  elect  whether  they  would  take  a 
judgment  for  the  monies  with  profits  or  with  interest,  second 
that  it  would  show  that  the  co-trustees  might  have  recovered 
the  trust  monies  from  the  defendant  if  they  had  sued,  and 
therefore  their  estates  were  liable,  and  this  being  so,  it  was 
not  necessary  to  decide  whether  a  defendant  could  be  com- 
pelled to  produce  documents  not  material  to  any  issue 
between  himself  and  the  plaintiff  but  only  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  obtain  judgment  on  an  issue  between  the  plaintiff 
and  another  defendant,  for  a  trustee  could  not  refuse  to  pro- 
duce documents  the  production  of  which  would  have  the 
effect  of  saving  the  trust  estate  from  loss:  (and  see  Aveling 
V.  Martiny  pod,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  Yll.  Sect.  II.) 
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HI.  Who  are  Parties  to  the  Action,  and  their  position  in  regard 
to  Discovery — the  extent  to  which  and  the  means  hy  which 
Discovery  may  be  had  from  (a)  tJie  next  Friend  of  a 
LtifiatiCy  Person  of  Unsound  Mind  not  so  found.  Infant, 
Married  Woman :  (b)  the  Ouardixin  ad  litem  of  a 
Lunatic,  Person  of  Unsound  Mind  not  so  found.  Infant : 
(c)  the  Committee  of  a  Lunatic :  (d)  a  Married  Woman  : 
(e)  a  Relator  and  the  Attorney  General  or  the  Crown 
— Foreign  Sovereigns :  (f)  Corporate  or  other  Bodies : 
(g)  Sheriffs:  (h)  Miscellaneous, 

Discovery  may  then  subject  to  the  considerations  contained 
in  the  previous  section  be  enforced  in  favour  of  and  against 
any  party  (plaintiff  or  defendant  in  the  case  of  interroga- 
tories, see  r.  1,  ante,  p.  57). 

"Plaintiff"  is  defined  (section  100  of  the  Jud.  Act:  and 
Ord.  LXXI.)  to  include  every  person  asking  any  relief 
(otherwise  than  by  way  of  counter-claim  as  defendant) 
against  any  other  person  by  any  form  of  preceediDg,  whether 
action,  suit,  petition,  motion,  summons,  or  otherwise :  "  de- 
fendant "  every  person  served  with  any  writ  of  simimons  or 
process,  or  served  with  notice  of  or  entitled  to  attend  any 
proceediDgs :  "  party  "  every  person  served  with  notice  of,  or 
attending  any  proceeding,  although  not  named  on  the  record. 

See  as  to  who  are  parties  the  various  cases  considered  post 
in  this  section. 

See  as  to  the  persons  in  favour  of  whom  and  from  whom 
discovery  can  be  obtained  after  decree  in  chambers,  post, 
Book  III.  Chap.  IV. 

See  as  to  discovery  in  causes  or  matters  other  than  actions^ 
post,  Book  III.  Chap.  V. 

As  regards  the  position  of  a  plaintiff  who  is  personally  in- 
capacitated from  giving  discovery  on  oath  the  following 
observations  of  Lord  Cairns  are  important.  "  It  is  in  my 
opinion  an  error  to  suppose  that  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  sue 
depends  in  any  way  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  discovery  which 
on  a  cross  bill  can  be  extracted  from  him.  From  an  infant 
lunatic  a  representative  trustee  or  executor  wholly  ignorant  of 
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the  ocourrenoes  which  are  the  subject  of  the  suit  no  practical 
discovery  can  be  obtained,  and  yet  they  can  maintain  a  suit. 
I  apprehend  that  the  only  rule  is  that  the  person  state  or 
corporation  which  has  the  interest  must  be  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  court  will  do  the  best  the  law  admits  of  to  secure  to  the 
defendant  such  defensive  discovery  as  he  may  be  entitled  to  : " 
Lord  Cairns  in  17.  S.  A.  v.  Wagner^  L.  E.  2  Ch.  pp.  594—595 : 
so  Lord  Chelmsford,  ibid,  p.  587  "  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
authority  for  saying  that  a  party  is  disabled  from  suing 
because  you  cannot  get  discovery  from  him." 

As  regards  the  position  of  any  party,  whether  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  who  is  personally  incapacitated  from  giving 
discovery  on  oath  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  the  difficulty 
has  in  some  cases  been  got  over  by  making  an  order  not 
directly  against  a  person  who  is  not  a  party  (for  qu.  to  what 
extent  this  is  permissible  even  in  the  case  of  an  officer  or 
member  of  a  corporate  body,  see  past^  pp.  77,  85)  but 
against  the  party  that  some  other  person  shall  give  the 
discovery  on  his  behalf :  see  as  to  a  corporation,  post  (f )  and 
particularly  Hanger  v.  Q,  W,  E.  Co,y  cited  post^  p.  85,  as  to 
the  words  "on  oath"  in  sect.  18  of  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act 
not  necessarily  being  limited  to  the  oath  of  the  party  himself : 
see  also  Crowe  v.  Bank  of  Irelandy  cit^d  postj  p.  64  (infant 
by  next  friend) :  Higgimon  v.  Hall^  cited  post,  p.  64  (person 
of  unsound  mind  by  next  friend) :  and  by  visiting  any 
default  in  compliance  with  the  order  upon  the  party  himself 
in  respect  to  his  proceedings  in  the  action :  see  for  instance 
Republic  of  Liberia  v.  Roye,  post,  p.  86. 

In  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  marine  insurance  the  usual 
order  upon  the  plaintiff  for  production  was  in  order  to  save 
delaying  the  action  varied  by  dispensing  with  his  oath  and 
substituting  the  oaths  of  the  wife  who  carried  on  the  busi- 
ness in  England  and  commenced  the  action  by  his  authority 
and  of  the  attorney :  Barnett  v.  Hooper,  1  F.  &  F.  412 : 
467. 

See  generally  as  to  discovery  of  documents  from  a  plaintiff 
in  such  actions,  post,  Book  III.  Chap.  II. 

By  consent  an  affidavit  of  documents,  as  to  which  the  de- 
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fendant,  an  old  and  infirm  lady,  knew  nothing,  was  made  by 
her  solicitor :  Original  Hartlepooly  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Moon^  30  L.  T. 
193. 

(a)  Next  Friend  of  a  Lunatic  Person  of  Unsound  Mind  not  so 

foundy  Infant,  Married  Woman, 

Infants  may  sue  as  plaintiffs  by  their  next  friends,  in  the 
maimer  heretofore  practised  in  the  Chancery  Division,  and 
may,  in  like  manner  defend  by  their  guardians  appointed  for 
that  purpose.  Married  women  may  sue  and  be  sued  as  pro- 
vided by  the  Married  "Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  Ord. 
XVI.  r.  16. 

Where  lunatics  and  persons  of  unsound  mind  not  so  found 
by  inquisition  might  respectively  before  the  passing  of  the 
principal  act  have  sued  as  plaintiffs  or  would  have  been  liable 
to  be  sued  as  defendants  in  any  action  or  suit,  they  may 
respectively  sue  as  plaintiffs  in  any  action  by  their  committee 
or  next  friend  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Chancery 
Division,  aiid  may  in  like  manner  defend  any  action  by  their 
committees  or  guardians  appointed  for  that  purpose,  Ord. 
XVI.  r.  17. 

The  rules  as  to  admissions  in  the  pleadings  do  not  apply  as 
against  an  infant,  lunatic,  or  person  of  unsound  mind  not  so 
found  by  inquisition :  see  Ord.  XIX.  r.  13. 

The  next  friend  cannot  it  is  conceived  be  interrogated  any 
more  than  discovery  of  documents  can  be  had  from  him :  and 
Gee  post  (b)  as  to  a  guardian  ad  litem. 

The  next  friend  (see  further  j^os^  (d)  as  to  the  next  friend 
of  a  married  woman  under  the  old  practice)  is  not  a  party  to 
the  action  so  that  an  order  for  discovery  or  production  of 
documents  in  his  own  possession  or  power  can  be  made 
against  him  :  see  Kay,  J.  in  Lawton  v.  JElwes,  48  L.  T.  425 : 
31  W.  E.  414 :  52  L.  J.  Ch.  399  (where  however  it  may  be 
noted  that  the  definition  of  "  party  *'  in  section  100  of  the 
Jud.  Act,  see  ante,  p.  61,  was  not  cited,  but  qu.  whether  it 
applies  to  a  next  friend,  though  see  as  to  a  guardian  ad  litem 
posty  p.  65) :  and  see  Sardmck  v.  Wright,  post. 

In  Lawton  v.  Blives  the  application  was  altogether  of  an  unusual  charac- 
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ter.  The  aotlon  was  for  administrstion  hj  an  infant  appearing  by  three 
next  friends :  a  dispute  having  arisen  between  the  three  next  friends  respect- 
ing the  infantas  maintenance,  K.,  constituting  himself  a  voluntary  next 
friend  for  this  purpose,  took  out  a  summons  for  removal  of  two  of  the  next 
friends,  and  in  support  of  such  summons  applied  against  them  for  produc- 
tion of  their  bankers*  pass-book  containing  the  items  for  maintenance  and 
also  that  they  should  be  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  of  documents  relating 
to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  action ;  the  application  was  refused  even 
regarding  the  application  as  made  on  behalf  of  the  infant. 

So  in  Eardwick  v.  Wright,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  297:  13  W.  R.  660,  an  applica- 
tion by  the  defendant  that  the  next  friend  of  the  plaintiff  (a  married  woman), 
and  a  co-defendant  (her  husband)  should  be  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  as 
to  documents  in  their  possession  or  in  the  possession  of  either  of  them  was 
refused,  Stuart,  V.  -0.  holding  that  the  act  did  not  authorize  an  order  requiring 
a  next  friend  or  relator  (see  as  to  a  relator,  post  (e) )  at  a  defendant's  instance 
to  make  an  affidavit.     See  this  case  further  discussed  post^  and  post^  p.  67. 

The  next  friend  may  of  course  be  called  as  a  witness  and 
subpoenaed  to  produce  any  documents :  Lawton  v.  Ehces, 

Qu.  whether  a  bill  of  discovery  could  be  filed  against  him 
as  seems  to  have  been  suggested  in  Hardwick  v.  Wright :  see 
ante^  p.  59. 

But  though  no  order  can  be  made  against  a  next  friend 
for  discovery  or  production  of  documents  in  his  own  posses- 
sion it  is  legitimate  to  order  at  a  defendant's  instance  that 
the  plaintiff  shall  file  an  affidavit  as  to  documents  in  his 
possession  to  be  made  by  the  next  friend  and  for  production 
of  the  documents  so  disclosed :  see  Crowe  v.  Bank  of  Ireland^ 
19  W.  E.  910  (the  plaintiffs  being  infants,  and  following 
the  principles  laid  down  and  the  form  adopted  in  Banger  v. 
O.  W.  B.  Co,  as  to  which  see  post^  p.  85,  and  distinguishing 
Hardicick  v.  Wright^  ante^  on  the  ground  that  there  the  plain- 
tiff a  married  woman  had  herself  already  made  an  affidavit, 
and  as  to  which  case  it  may  also  be  noted  that  what  was 
asked  for  was  an  affidavit  of  documents  in  the  possession  of 
the  next  friend  and  husband) :  and  Higginson  v.  Hally  10  Oh. 
D.  235  (the  plaintiff  being  a  person  of  imsound  mind,  and 
Malins,  V.-O.  holding  that  on  broad  principles  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  have  an  affidavit  of  documents  in  the  plain- 
tiff's possession  made  by  the  next  friend  or  some  other  person 
on  the  plaintiff's  behalf,  as  in  Bepublic  of  Lihet^ia  v.  Boye^  see 
posty  p.  86,  where  the  order  was  in  the  same  form  as  Banger 
V.  6?.  W,  B.  Co.y  and  ordering  that  one  should  be  made  by 
the  next  friend) :  and  see  ante,  p.  62 :  but  Little,  V.-C.  of 
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Lancaster  refused  to  follow  Crowe  v.  Bank  of  Ireland  :  Dhno- 
line  V.  Ward^  Annual  Practice,  p.  333. 


(b)  A  Oiiardinn  ad  litem  of  a  Lunatic^  Person  of  Unsound  Mind 

not  so  founds  Infant. 

A  guardian  ad  litem  cannot  under  the  present  practice  be 
interrogated.  The  definition  of  "  party  "  in  sect.  100  of  the 
Jud.  Act  (see  antey  p.   61,  and  see  also  the  definition  of 


65.     To  foUow  second  line  from  top. 

So  also  contra  in  a  recent  case  of  Dyke  v.  Stephen^  29  S.  J. 
638 :  33  W.  R.  932,  where  Pearson,  J.  refused  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings until  the  next  friend  of  an  infant  plaintiff  had  made 
an  affidavit  of  documents :  as  to  Crotce  v.  Bank  of  Ireland^ 
recognizing  no  analogy  between  the  case  of  a  corporation 
and  an  infant :  as  to  Higginson  v.  Hallj  inferring  that  the 
order  was  practically  by  consent :  and  considering  that  as 
the  next  friend  was  not  a  party,  and  therefore  no  order  could 
be  made  against  him,  the  effect  of  making  such  an  order  as 
was  asked  for  would  be  to  make  the  infant's  rights  dependent 
on  the  conduct  of  the  next  friend  (in  answer  to  which  it  may 
be  suggested  that  the  interests  of  the  adversary  ought  also  to 
be  consulted,  and  that  in  the  event  of  the  next  friend  re- 
fusing to  make  an  affidavit  the  court  could  appoint  another 
next  friend). 

See  also  Qason  v.  Gamier  and  MickktAicaite  v.  Atkinson^ 
posty  p.  66 :  the  observations  of  Cairns,  L.,  ante^  pp.  61,  62  : 
and  Cardtcell  v.  Tomlinsmi,  ante,  p.  iv6.  In  Fendall  v. 
(yConnell  (cited  post^  p.  66)  the  husband  had  been  also 
ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  of  documents  on  behalf  of  infant 
co-plaintiffs. 


1). 
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The  anawer  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  of  an  infant  could  not  be  read  against 
the  infant  because  it  was  not  his  answer  but  of  the  guardian  who  was 
flpwom ;  and  the  infant  might  know  nothing  of  the  contents :  Wrotlesley  v. 
Bendish,  3  P.  W.  p.  237 :  Eceleston  v.  Petty,  Carth.  79.  Whatever  admis- 
sions the  answer  contained  the  whole  case  must  be  proved  against  the 
infant:  Holdeny.  Seam,  1  Beav.  p.  45o:  3  Jur.  428:  and  see  now  Ord. 
XIX.  r.  13,  ante,  p.  63.  Nor  could  exceptions  be  taken  to  it  for  in- 
sufficiency: Redes.  Pi.  314:  Lucas  y.  Lucas,  13  Ves.  274:  Savage  y,  Carroll^ 
1  Ball  &  B.  p.  553 :  Copeland  v.  Wheeler^  4  B.  C.  C.  p.  256 :  Strudicick  v. 
Fargiter,  Bunb.  338. 

The  guardian  onlj  swore  that  he  believed  so  much  of  the  answer  of  the 
infant  defendant  as  concerned  the  said  infant  to  be  true :  Braithw.  Pr.  393 — 
394. 

The  later  practice  was  not  to  require  an  answer  from  an  infant :  Dan.  Gh. 
Pr.  163. 

Qu.  whether  these  considerations  apply  to  discovery  or 
production  of  documents.  See  ante,  pp.  63 — 64  as  to  dis- 
covery and  production  from  a  person  suing  by  a  next  friend. 

In  Oaaon  v.  Gamier,  I  Dick.  286,  the  defendant  becoming  impaired  in  his 
mind  after  the  decree  had  a  guardian  appointed  him  b^  whom  he  might 
produce  books,  &c. 

In  Micklethwaite  v.  Atkinson  (cited  ante,  p.  65)  the  Y.  C.  (p.  175)  doubts 
whether,  if  the  guardian's  answer  (the  guardian  was  also  a  defendant)  had 
admitted  documents  in  his  possession  or  m  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
of  unsound  mind,  an  order  for  production  would  have  been  a  matter  of 
course. 


(o)  Committee  of  a  Lunatic. 

See  Ord.  XVI.  r.  17,  ante^  p.  63  continuing  the  old 
chancery  practice :  and  Ord.  XIX.  r.  13,  ante^  p.  63  as  to 
admissions. 

Where  a  lunatic  sued  by  his  committee,  the  committee 
must  have  been  a  co-plaintiS :  Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  p.  80. 

When  a  suit  was  brought  against  a  lunatic,  the  committee 
must  have  been  a  co-defendant  unless  he  was  a  plaintiff: 
where  he  was  co-defendant  the  lunatic  defended  by  the 
committee  as  his  guardian,  unless  the  committee  had  an 
adverse  interest:  the  lunatic  and  committee  put  in  a  joint 
answer :  Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  pp.  158 — 169,  161. 

It  is  said  in  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  742  that  the  answer  of  an 
idiot  or  lunatic  put  in  by  his  committee  might  be  read 
against  him:  but  in  Percival  v.  Caney^  4  D.  G.  &  Sm. 
pp.  616,  625 :  14  Jur.  10£6  it  is  doubted  whether  it  can  be 
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67.     Under  head  "  Married  Women.^^ 

Where  husband  and  wife  (suing  in  respect  of  her  separate 
estate  without  a  next  friend)  are  co-plaintiflPs  a  defendant  is, 
under  the  present  practice,  entitled  to  an  order  for  an  affi- 
davit of  documents  by  them  in  the  same  form  as  against  any 
other  co-plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  "  whether  they  or  either  of 
them  ...  in  the  possession  of  them  or  either  of  them  "  (see  J9m^, 
p.  87) :  so  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Fmdall  v.  0' Cornell, 
29  Oh.  D.  899 :  62  L.  T.  553 :  33  W.  E.  619 :  54  L.  J.  Oh. 
756,  where  husband  and  wife  had  diflPerent  interests  (succes- 
sive life  interests),  and  where,  an  order  having  been  made  in 
the  above  form  and  an  affidavit  put  in  "  we  have  in  our  .  .  . 
we  have  not  in  our  .  .  .  ,"  the  affidavit  was  held  to  be  not 
in  compliance  with  the  order  and  therefore  insufficient ;  for 
the  wife  might  have  documents  relating  to  her  separate  es- 
tate in  her  actual  possession  which  would  form  part  of  her 
separate  estate,  and  would  not  be  in  any  sense  in  the  custody 
of  the  husband  and  wife :  and  so  also  there  might  be  docu- 
ments in  the  separate  possession  of  the  husband. 


V.  (kcen^  cited  j905^,  p.  88. 

See  as  to  discovery  of  her  separate  property,  jt>M^,  p.  114. 

See  as  to  maMng  the  wife  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
covery, antCy  p.  51. 

The  following  points  in  the  old  chancery  practice  may  be 
noted. 

The  poflitioxi  of  the  next  friend  has  already  been  disoiuaed  ante,  p.  63. 
There  was  a  distinction  between  the  position  of  the  next  friend  of  a  married 
woman  and  of  an  infant  or  person  of  unsound  mind,  namely,  that  the 
married  woman  selected  her  own  next  friend,  whereas  any  person  might  file 
a  bill  as  next  friend  of  an  inafnt :  Ban.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  103 — 104.  In  a  oase 
where  a  wife  sued  by  her  next  friend,  her  husband  being  a  defendant,  an 
affidavit  of  documents  was  made  by  her :  see  Hardwick  v.  Wright,  ante,  p.  64. 
Where  husband  and  wife  sued  as  co-plaintiffs  together  or  where  the  husband 
sued  as  next  friend  of  his  wife  the  suit  was  regarded  as  the  suit,  of  the 
husband  alone :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  102. 

The  wife  could  not  (and  cannot)  be  compelled  to  answer  so  as  to  criminate 
her  husband  nor  the  husband  his  wife,  see  post,  p.  342. 

But  since  the  passing  of  the  Evidence  Amendment  Act,  1853  (16  &  17  Yict. 
0.  83),  it  can  no  longer  be  a  ground  for  not  answering  that  she  cannot  be 
admitted  to  answer  so  as  to  charge  her  husband :  see  Butter  v.  Baldwin,  1  £q. 

p2 
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Oa.  Ab.  227 :  Cole  v.  Oray,  2  Vem.  79 :  and  see  also  ante,  p.  51,  referring  to 
Le  Texier  v.  Anepaehy  and  Barron  v,  Qrillard. 

The  husband  must  as  a  rule  have  been  made  a  co-defendant  with  the  wife: 
and  a  joint  answer  must  have  been  put  in  by  them  unless  an  order  was 
obtained  to  answer  separately.  An  order  to  answer  separately  might  be 
obtained  under  various  circumstances:  it  might  be  obtained  where  their 
interests  were  adverse,  where  the  suit  related  to  her  separate  estate,  where 
she  disapproved  of  tiie  husband's  defence.  The  wife  was  liable  for  not 
putting  m  her  separate  answCT  under  such  an  order :  unless  such  an  order 
was  obtained  the  husband  was  alone  liable  for  the  wife^s  refusal  or  omission 
to  answer  fully:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  162—167,  422—423,  447—448. 
^  See  as  to  a  separate  affidavit  of  documents  by  the  wife  Hartley  v.  Owen, 
cited  p0«^,  p.  88. 

The  wife  as  weU  as  the  husband  must  answer  fully :  Wrottealey  v.  Bendiehy 
3  P.  "W.  236 :  Whiting  v.  Ruth^  post.  The  court  requires  a  full  answer  from 
her  as  it  may  be  of  great  use  in  enabling  the  plaintitt  to  frame  his  interroga- 
tories and  to  know  where  he  may  procure  evidence:  GUueott  v.  Copper  Miners 
Co.,  11  Sim.  p.  311  arguendo:  (see  as  to  this  office  of  discovery,  post,  pp. 
113,  185).  In  Whiting  v.  Rush,  2  Y.  &  C.  646,  a  married  woman  and  her 
husband  were  made  defendants  to  a  bill  charging  them  with  fraud  in  obtain- 
ing certain  policies,  and  praying  for  their  delivery  up  to  be  cancelled.  The 
husband  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction  the  wife  put  in  a  separate  answer  in 
which  she  disclaimed  all  interest,  said  that  she  had  no  separate  property  (see 
as  to  discovery  of  separate  property,  post,  p.  114),  and  denied  the  fraud.  The 
answer  was  held  insufficient,  for  relief  was  prayed  against  her,  and,  citing 
Glaenngton  v.  Thicaitee  (see  ante,  p.  47)  a  party  could  not  by  disclaimer  get 
rid  of  his  liability  to  answer,  and,  citing  Wrotteeley  v.  Bendish,  ante,  both 
husband  and  wife  must  answer  fully,  though  whether  her  answer  could 
ultimately  be  read  against  her  (see  post)  was  another  question.  In  Femberton 
V.  MeOill,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  1045,  a  suit  for  account  and  to  carry  out  the  trusts 
of  a  will  against  a  married  woman,  being  executrix  and  one  of  the  residuary 
legatees,  she  was  compelled,  her  husband  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  to 
answer  as  to  the  sale  and  application  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  property  part 
of  the  testator's  assets :  for,  though  it  might  be  impossible  in  the  case  of  a 
married  woman  misconverting  the  assets  to  enforce  personally  any  decree 
against  her,  she  should  not  be  permitted  to  plunder  the  estato  without  being 
liable  to  account,  or  to  plead  her  coverture  to  commit  a  gross  fraud. 

The  joint  answer  might  be  read  against  the  wife  as  regards  her  separate 
estato:  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  p.  168,  QiixagCallow  v.  HowU,  1  D.  G.  &  S.  531 :  11 
Jur.  984 :  Clive  v.  Carew,  1  J.  &  H.  p.  207 :  5  Jur.  N.  S.  487 :  and  also 
against  them  both  in  a  suit  relating  to  the  wife's  personal  property  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  them  with  the  a£nis8ions :  but  not  where  it  related  to  the 
inheritance  of  the  wife :  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  p.  168,  citing  Evane  v.  Cogan,  2  P.  W. 
449 :  Merest  v.  Hodgson,  9  Pri.  563 :  Alston  v.  Wood,  2  M.  &  K.  678. 

As  a  general  rule  the  separate  answer  of  a  married  woman  might  be  read 
against  her:  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  p.  168:  but  her  admission  whether  in  a  joint 
or  separate  answer  did  not  enable  the  court  to  establish  a  will  or  bind  her 
inheritance  against  her :  Brown  v.  Hayward,  1  Ha.  432 :  and  see  Wrottesley 
Y.  Bendish,  3  f .  W.  236,  where  Lord  Talbot  refused  to  give  an  opinion  as  to 
whether  her  answer  oould  be  read  against  her  when  disooyert  or  not. 


(e)   Relators  —  Attorney  -  General  or  the   Crotcn  —  Foreign 

Sovereigns, 
Relators, 

It  is  conoeived  that  the  position  of  the  relator  and  A.  G.  is 
the  same  as  under  the  equity  practice  :  though  it  is  considered 
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in  Seton,  p.  148  that  under  the  Jad.  Aot,  seot.  100 :  Ord.  I. 
r.  I. :  Ord.  LXXI. :  relators  may  be  called  upon  to  produoe 
as  plaintiffs. 

The  position  of  the  relator  and  A.  G.  in  an  information  in 
equity  was  as  follows : — 

The  relator  in  an  information  (unless  oo-plaintifl  as  having 
an  interest,  see  Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  14 :  A.  O.  v.  Castlefordj  21 
W.  E.  117 :  when  in  that  capacity  he  is  of  course  liable  to 
give  discovery)  was  not  a  party :  the  A.  G.  was  the  party : 
A.  O.  V.  Ironmongers  Co.  2  Beav.  pp.  328 — 330 :  A.  G.  v. 
Wright,  3  Beav.  447.  The  relator  was  on  the  record  as 
security  for  the  costs  of  the  information :  A.  O.  v.  Claphamy  10 
Ha.  App.  -p.  69:  A.  G.  v.  Ironmongers  Co.  p.  328 :  Dan. 
Oh.  Pr.  p.  15.  He  is  answerable  for  the  propriety  and 
conduct  of  the  proceedings :  Redes.  PL  22.  The  A.  G. 
allows  the  relator  to  conduct  the  case  on  his  behalf :  see  A.  G. 
V.  Governors,  Sfc.  of  Sherborne  School,  18  Beav.  p.  264. 

No  discovery  or  production  of  documents  could  be  obtained 
from  a  relator  under  sect.  20  of  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act, 
at  the  defendant's  instance :  Hardwick  v.  Wright,  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  297 :  A.  G.  v.  Clapham.  Nor  would  an  information 
be  stayed  tmtil  production  of  certain  documents  by  the 
relators  (and  co-defendants :  see  as  to  these,  ante,  p.  58) : 
ibid.  In  A.  G.  v.  Clapham,  10  Ha.  App.  68,  Stuart,  V.  0. 
considered  that  it  was  wholly  without  precedent  to  call  upon 
relators  for  production  of  documents,  that  there  was  not 
before  that  act  any  jurisdiction  in  the  court  to  make  the  order 
sought,  that  that  act  had  introduced  no  alteration  of  practice 
favourable  thereto,  that  it  was  not  thought  necessary  to  make 
any  provision  for  the  case  of  an  information,  for  it  would  be 
improper  attending  to  the  position  of  the  A.  G.  that  there 
should  be  any  rule  requiring  him  to  produce  documents  in 
his  possession  or  power  (see  as  to  this,  post,  p.  70),  that  the 
legislature  had  reposed  confidence  in  his  discretion  in  the 
institution  and  control  of  informations,  and  that  if  the  defen- 
dant complained  to  him  that  the  parties  actively  proceeding 
with  the  suit  had  in  their  possession  information  the  know- 
ledge of  which  would  be  beneficial  to  the  de|end$mt  and 
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promote  a  right  deteimination  of  the  question  in  dispute,  thd 
A.  G.  would  if  he  oame  to  that  oonclusion  take  care  to  give 
directions  to  further  the  ends  of  justice  and  properly  protect 
the  defendant. 

In  a  case  cited  in  a  note  to  Dan.  Ch.  Fr.  p.  1682  an  affi- 
davit of  documents  was  ordered  to  be  made  by  the  relators 
or  one  of  them  or  the  informant's  solicitor,  he  consenting. 


The  Attorney  General  or  the  Croicn. 

There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  Attorney  Q^eneral 
as  representing  the  Crown  (or  any  other  public  officer  repre- 
senting it)  is  any  more  bound  to  give  discovery  under  the 
present  procedure  than  he  was  in  chancery.  See  The  Helvetia^ 
W.  N.  79,  p.  48,  where  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Ad- 
miralty consented  to  give  certain  information  but  did  not 
admit  that  any  order  could  be  made  against  them.  See  poat^ 
p.  71  as  to  his  answer  in  chancery.  It  is  clear  that  in  no 
case  could  he  be  required  to  give  discovery  on  oath.  It  was 
an  exception  of  principle.  It  arose  from  the  dignity  of  the 
Crown  to  which  the  court  was  obliged  to  have  regard  and 
accordingly  officers  of  the  Crown  in  this  country  were  not 
put  to  make  discovery  on  oath  :  there  was  no  instance  of  his 
being  obliged  to  answer  on  oath ;  Wickens,  V.-C.  in  Prisleau 
V.  U,  8.  A,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  p.  664,  referring  to  A,  O.  v.  Brooks- 
bank  J  cited  posty  p.  71.  The  answer  (see  post)  of  the  A.  G. 
was  put  in  without  oath  though  usually  signed  by  hiin  : 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  128. 

Qw.  whether  discovery  could  be  obtained  by  petition  of 
right :  see  the  suggestion  in  Deare  v.  A.  O,  post :  and  post 
as  to  a  petition  of  right. 

In  reference  to  the  omission  of  the  Chancery  Procedure 
Act  to  make  any  provision  for  discovery  of  documents  in 
favour  of  the  defendant  to  an  information  Lord  Hatherley 
observed  that  it  would  have  been  improper  according  to  the 
position  of  the  A.  G.  that  there  should  be  any  rule  requiring 
him  to  produce  documents  in  his  possession  or  power :  A.  G. 
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V.  Clapham^  10  Ha.  App.  70  :  and  see  further  as  to  the  posi- 
tion of  the  A.  O.  in  an  information  ante,  p.  69.  See  how- 
ever A,  G.  y.  BrooJiSbanky  1  T.  &  J.  439  (cited  in  Prialeau  v. 
U,  8.  A,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  p.  664)  an  information  for  discovery 
of  accounts  against  an  army  agent  where  proceedings  were 
stayed  until  production  (not  on  oath,  see  further  post)  of 
certain  vouchers  and  accounts,  charged  to  be  in  the  possession 
of  the  Secretary  of  War,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
defendant  to  amend  his  plea  of  settled  accounts :  see  a  similar 
case  Deare  v.  A.  O.  post,  p.  72. 

In  Thomas  v.  Beg,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B.  44,  it  was  held  that 
section  50  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  did  not  extend  to 
petitions  of  right  so  as  to  enable  the  suppliant  to  obtain  dis- 
covery of  documents  from  the  Crown,  no  provision  being 
made  therefor  as  in  the  case  of  a  corporate  body.  This  de- 
cision was  referred  to  in  Tomline  v.  The  Queen,  4  Ex.  D.  262, 
but  the  court  expressly  refused  to  consider  whether  it  was 
correct,  Bramwell,  L.  J.  p.  256,  suggesting  that  possibly  the 
legislature  had  left  the  difficulty  in  existence  in  order  that  it 
might  be  in  the  Crown's' discretion  whether  it  would  afford 
the  information  sought  by  the  suppliant.  A  bill  of  discovery 
would  not  lie  in  aid  of  a  petition  of  right :  Betner  v.  Sails- 
bury,  2  Ch.  D.  p.  386. 

But  the  Crown's  right  to  discovery  against  the  subject  is 
the  same  as  in  a  suit  between  subject  and  subject :  A,  O. 
V.  Corp,  London,  2  M.  &  Q-.  p.  258.  And  so  even  in  a 
petition  of  right  under  section  7  of  the  Petitions  of  Bight 
Act,  1860,  although  technical  reasons  may  exist  which  pre- 
vent a  reciprocal  right  in  the  suppliant :  Tomline  v.  The 
Queen,  pp.  255 — ^256,  where  the  appKcation  was  for  discovery 
of  documents  under  rule  12,  see  ante. 

As  to  his  answer  in  equity. 

The  old  practice  where  the  A.  G.  was  made  defendant  to  a  Buit  in  equity 
as  a  public  officer  of  the  Crown  was  for  him  to  put  in  a  merely  formal 
general  answer  claiming  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  such  rights  and  interests  as 
it  should  appear  to  have  in  the  matters  in  question  and  praying  that  the 
court  would  take  care  of  them  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  128:  A.  G.  v.  Lambtcith,  6 
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rial  to  thd  plaintifE's  defenoe  in  an  information  pending  against  him :  Davi' 
son  Y.  A.  &.  It  was  entirely  in  his  discretion  whether  he  wonld  pnt  in  a 
full  answer :  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  128  :  Davison  y,  A.  G. :  where  the  interest  of  the 
Crown  or  purposes  of  public  justice  required  it  he  would  put  in  a  full 
answer :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  128,  citing  Colebrooke  y.  A.  Q.l  Pri.  192  :  and  see 
Deare  y.  A,  O.  post.  He  might  as  in  the  case  of  infants  state  anything  he 
meant  to  prove  but  he  could  not  be  called  on  to  answer  further  :  for  he  was 
only  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  Crown  :  A.  O.y.  Lambtvith,  p.  398.  In 
this  case  the  court  refused  to  make  an  order  for  particulars  against  him  as 
without  precedent,  and  under  the  circumstances  not  necessary,  but  it  was 
hinted  that  there  might  be  cases  in  which  some  order  of  that  kmd  might  be 
made. 

It  may  be  noted  that  though  no  .compulsory  process  issued  against  the 
A.  Or.  yet  where  the  A.  G.  failed  to  answer  within  a  reasonable  time  an  order 
might  be  obtained  ex  parte  for  him  to  answer  within  a  week  or  in  default 
that  the  bill  should  be  taken  pro  confesso:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  421,  447: 
Groom  v.  A.  G.  9  Sim.  826 :  Feto  v.  A.  G,  I  Y.  &  J.  609 :  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr. 
401,  462.  But  later  the  usual  practice  was  for  hitn  to  put  in  no  answer  at 
all:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  128,  421. 

It  was  never  decided  whether  he  might  demur  to  a  bill  merely  for  dis- 
covery but  probably  he  might:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  124,  128:  ajid  see  Deare  y, 
A,  G.  post :  (he  might  put  in  a  formal  answer,  see  Davison  y,  A.  G,  ante) : 
though  where  the  defendant  to  an  information  for  accounts  ag^ainst  him  as 
army  agent  filed  a  cro«s  bill  against  the  A.  G.  and  the  Secretary  for  War, 
charging  possession  of  documents  which  would  show  a  settled  account,  and 
ipra3ring  relief  on  that  footing,  their  demurrer  was  overruled,  for  though  he 
might  not  be  entitled  to  the  specific  relief  he  claimed,  the  bill  stated  a  case 
for  equitable  relief  of  some  kind  or  other  which  would  amount  to  a  clear 
defence  to  the  information  :  Deare  y.A,G.  1  Y.  &  C.  197  ;  though  what  the 
effect  of  an  answer  might  be  was  another  thing :  ibid.  p.  210 :  see  a  some- 
what similar  case  A.  G.  y.  Brooksbanky  cited  ante. 

It  was  suggested  in  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  128  that  if  in  cases  of  the  above  de- 
scription interrogatories  were  administered  to  the  A.  G.  he  would  put  in  a 
full  answer.  And  the  following  passage  from  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  in  Deare  y.  A.  G.  seems  to  show  that  he  would  not  resist  a  dis- 
covery (but  not  on  oath,  see  ante^  p.  71)  if  it  was  properly  required.  "  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say  that  a  bill  of  discovery  has  ever  been  filed  or  could  upon 
principle  be  sustained  against  the  Attorney  Goneral  for  a  discovery  of 
matters  that  can  be  neither  in  his  personal  nor  official  knowledge :  or  that 
the  Crown  woald  be  bound  through  the  medium  of  the  Attorney  General  to 
make  that  discovery.  At  the  same  time  it  has  been  the  practice  which  I  hope 
never  will  be  discontinued  for  the  officers  of  the  Crown  to  throw  no  difficulty 
in  the  way  of  any  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  matters  before  a 
court  of  justice  where  any  real  point  of  difficulty  that  required  judicial  deci- 
sion has  occurred."  And,  referring  to  a  particular  case  Crawford  v.  A.  G, 
7  Pri.  1,  where  the  Attorney  General  did  set  forth  a  full  answer,  he  says: 
**  There  the  Treasury  desired  that  the  question  might  be  brought  before  the 
judicial  consideration  of  some  court  of  justice ;  and  it  was  very  clear  when 
once  the  court  thought  that  it  ought  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
matter  that  it  did  not  become  the  Attorney  General  to  urge  any  form  in 
opposition  to  it :  otherwise  I  think  it  would  be  a  difficult  thing  to  say  that  a 
mere  bill  of  discovery  might  be  filed  against  the  Attorney  General  instead 
of  putting  the  party  to  his  petition  of  right  which  is  the  proper  remedy 
agunst  the  Crown  where  he  daims  a  specific  relief  against  the  Cro'vtn." 


A  foreign  sovereign  suing  in  this  country  brings  with  him 
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no  priyileges  whioh  exempt  him  from  the  common  fare  of 
other  suitors:  King  of  Spain  v.  Hulktty  7  Bli.  N.  S.  359, 
p.  393 :  1  01.  &  F.  833,  p.  353 :  and  must  therefore  give  dis- 
covery on  his  own  oath,  and  not  on  the  oath  of  an  agent  on 
his  behalf :  ibid. :  and  see  Prialeau  v.  U.  S,  A.  L.  B.  2  Eq. 
pp.  663,  664, 


(f)  Corporate  or  other  Bodies. 

See  the  different  kinds  of  bodies  mentioned  in  rule  5,  post, 
p.  77. 

In  order  that  a  party  litigating  with  a  corporate  or  other 
body  may  have  the  usual  remedy  or  sanction  which  enables 
him  to  rely  on  discovery,  namely,  that  the  person  who  gives 
discovery  gives  it  on  oath  and  can  therefore  be  indicted  for 
perjury  if  he  answers  falsely,  a  remedy  or  sanction  which 
would  not  exist  if  the  discovery  were  merely  given  by  the 
body  under  their  common  seal,  provision  is  made  (see  post  (4) 
as  to  interrogatories  and  post  (5)  as  to  discovery  and  produc- 
tion of  documents)  for  obtaining  discovery  from  officers  or 
members  of  the  body  on  its  behalf :  see  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Wil- 
son V.  Church,  9  Ch.  D.  pp.  555—556:  Wi/ch  v.  Meal,  3  P.  W. 
311 :  Redes.  PL  188 :  Prisleau  v.  U.  8.  A.  L.  E.  2  Eq. 
p.  664. 

The  equity  practice — 

In  equity  the  difficulty  arisiiig  from  the  fact  that  a  corporate  body  could 
not  answer  otherwise  than  under  their  common  seal  was  got  over  by 
allowing  a  plaintiff  to  add  as  co-defendant  with  the  corporate  body  an 
officer:  JFijeh  v.  Meal:  Redes.  PI.  188:  Moodalay  v.  Morion,  1  B.  C.  C.  468 : 
Melnioah  v.  (?.  W.  £.  Co.,  2  D.  6.  &  Sm.  768:  or  a  member:  see  post, 
p.  78 :  for  the  sole  purpose  of  getting  from  him  discovery  on  oath,  whether 
of  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  corporate  body  and  entries  therein : 
Wffeh  y.  Meal :  Bedee.  Fl.  188 :  or  of  any  act  done  by  the  body :  Hedes. 
PI.  188 :  Moodalay  v.  Morton,  1  B.  C.  G.  468 :  or  in  fact  of  any  matters 
which  the  corporate  body  as  a  litigant  party  would  be  bound  to  discover. 

This  practice  which  constituted  an  infringement  of  the  rule 
(see  ante,  p.  40)  according  to  which  no  person  without  an 
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interest,  and  therefore  a  mere  witness,  could  be  a  party  for 
the  purpose  of  discovery  originated  with  Lord  Talbot  in 
Wych  V.  Meal^  3  P.  W.  311  (but  see  an  earlier  case,  Anon.  1 
Vem.  117,  cited  po%ty  p.  81) :  and  Lord  Eldon  in  Fenton  v. 
Hughes^  7  Ves.  p.  289  (and  see  Dumnier  v.  Corp.  of  Cheiten^ 
ham,  post,  p.  81)  admitted  the  practice  to  be  an  established 
one,  though  he  considered  that  the  principle  on  which  it  was 
based  was  questionable,  namely,  that  because  a  satisfactory 
answer  could  not  be  obtained  from  a  corporate  body  therefore 
you  made  the  secretary  a  party  to  get  the  discovery  from 
him,  and  that  as  to  the  further  reason,  namely,  that  his 
answer  might  enable  you  to  get  better  information  it  was 
very  singular  to  make  a  person  a  defendant  in  order  to 
enable  yourself  to  deal  better  and  with  more  success  with 
those  whom  you  had  a  right  to  put  on  the  record. 

The  officer  or  member  could  be  made  a  co-defendant  with 
the  corporate  body  not  only  to  a  bill  for  relief  against  the 
corporate  body  but  also  to  a  bill  for  discovery  against  them ; 
for  instance  to  a  bill  for  discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an 
action  by  the  corporate  body :  Ghscott  v.  Copper  Miners^  Co. 
11  Sim.  305:  Imperial,  8^'c.  Association  v.  Whit  ham,  L.  E. 
3  Eq.  89. 

The  practice  was  described  by  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Wilson  v. 
Church,  9  Ch.  D.  pp.  555 — 556,  as  cumbrous  and  expensive, 
as  involving  in  many  cases  the  injustice  of  throwing  the  costs 
of  the  discovery  upon  the  adversary  though  he  might  be 
right  in  the  action,  or  of  rendering  it  necessary  for  the  person 
so  made  a  party  to  take  proceedings  against  the  corporate 
body  to  recover  his  costs  (see  however  post,  p.  82,  as  to  his 
costs  of  giving  the  discovery). 

As  to  the  equity  practice  in  regard  to  discovery  of  docu- 
ments under  sects.  18  and  20  of  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act, 
see  post,  p.  85. 

It  was  not  confined  to  corporate  bodies  in  the  technical 
sense.  For  instance  foreign  republics  were  within  the  rule : 
see  Republic  of  Peru  v.  Weguelin  :  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  v. 
Erlangcr :   U.  8.  A.  v.  Wagner :  all  cited  ^os^,  pp.  81,  82. 
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(1)  The  Extent  of  the  Discovery  which  can  be  required  from  the 
Corporate  or  ot/ier  (see  Hule  5,  posty  p.  77)  Bodi/. 

The  discovery  which  can  be  required  from  a  corporate  or 
other  body  through  its  oflBcers  and  members  is  that  which  it 
would  be  bound  to  give  as  a  litigant  party,  that  is  to  say,  the 
knowledge  uif  ormation  and  belief  of  its  agents  (see  as  to  the 
knowledge  information  and  belief  of  agents  in  relation  to  dis- 
covery, posty  p.  138  :  and  of  past  agents,  post,  p.  142 :  and  see 
Moline  v.  Taamanian  Co.  post) :  such  as  it  could  have  been 
required  to  give  in  equity  under  its  common  seal. 

Where  a  body  answered  under  their  common  seal  they  were  bound  to  take 
the  means  of  acquiring  all  the  knowledge  of  their  officers  agents  or  servants 
on  the  subject :  see  Mcintosh  v.  G,  W.  M.  Co.  4  D.  G.  &  Sm.  644  (and  see 
Hall  y.  Z.  ^  y.  W.  JR.  Co,  cited  post,  p.  139),  where  this  principle  was 
carried  to  the  length  of  allowing  exceptions  to  an  answer  by  the  company 
and  the  secretary  alleging  their  igpoorance  as  to  certain  matters  charged  to 
have  been  transacted  by  their  eng^eer,  but  not  stating  that  they  had  in- 
quired of  him,  though  the  engineer  was  himself  a  defendant  and  had  put  in 
a  separate  answer  alleging  that  he  had  no  remembrance  on  the  subject :  so 
also  to  examine  all  the  documents  in  their  possession  before  answering: 
A.  G,  V.  East  Retford,  2  M.  &  K.  p.  40. 

The  following  case  also  bears  upon  the  obligation  to  give 
discovery  relating  to  transactions  antecedent  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  present  officers  of  the  company.  In  Moline  v. 
Tasmanian  R,  Co.  32  L.  T.  828,  interrogatories  were  ordered 
to  be  answered  by  one  of  their  directors  or  their  secretary  or 
such  other  officer  as  was  most  conversant  with  the  transac- 
tions relating  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  the  transac- 
tions being  antecedent  to  the  appointment  of  the  present 
secretary  and  directors.  The  secretary  having  put  in  an 
answer  which  was  considered  futile  and  unsatisfactory,  and  a 
motion  being  made  for  a  better  answer  and  also  for  an  order 
for  examination  (under  section  46  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854, 
see  ante,  p.  39  n.)  of  certain  persons  who  were  practically  the 
company  as  owning  nearly  all  the  shares  and  who  were  en- 
gaged in  the  transactions  in  question,  in  order  to  discover 
whether  the  secretary  had  access  to  certain  information  and 
therefore  the  power  of  giving  the  discovery  sought  by  the 
interrogatories,  the   order  was  made,   the  hearing  of   the 
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motion  for  a  better  answer  being  postponed  until  after  the 
examination. 


(2)  As  to  the  Degree  of  Obligation  of  the  Corporate  or  other 

(see  Mule  5,  post,  p.  77)  Bodi/. 

The  obligation  of  the  body  is  not  to  give  discovery  by  any 
officer  or  member  that  the  adversary  chooses  to  select :  see 
post,  p.  82  (but  see  as  to  the  equity  practice,  posty  p.  81) ; 
but  to  put  forward  some  officer  or  member  who  can  give  the 
discovery :  see  posty  p.  79,  as  to  interrogatories :  and  poat^ 
p.  84,  as  to  discovery  and  production  of  documents. 

It  is  not  however  a  condition  of  the  right  of  the  body  to 
sue  that  there  is  some  person  who  can  give  discovery  on  its 
behalf :  see  Lord  Cairns  in  U.  S,  A,  v.  Wagnery  L.  R.  2  Ch. 
pp.  694 — 595,  part  of  which  is  cited  antey  p.  62.  A  foreign 
republic  might  sue  in  its  own  name  and  was  not  bound  to 
sue  in  the  name  of  or  otherwise  name  on  the  record  some 
person  upon  whom  the  defendant  could  call  for  discovery  on 
its  behalf,  (1)  on  the  ground  above  stated,  (2)  on  the  ground 
that  the  proper  course  at  all  events  was  to  move  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings until  some  proper  person  was  named  to  give  dis- 
covery (see  posty  p.  79  n.) ;  U.  S.  A,  v.  Wagner,  L.  E.  2  Ch. 
682,  reversing  Wickene,  V.  C.  L.  E.  3  Eq.  724,  who  had 
allowed  the  demurrer,  considering  that  otherwise  the  plaintiff 
republic  would  obtain  an  advantage  which  no  other  suitor 
had,  and  distinguishing  it  from  the  case  of  an  English  cor- 
poration who  could  sue  without  producing  its  officers,  for  the 
defendant  could  make  one  of  its  officers  party  to  a  cross  bill : 
ibid.  pp.  731,  735,  736.  But  ordinarily  the  provisions  of 
Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21  will  be  applied  in  the  event  of  the  corpo- 
rate body  failing  to  give  proper  discovery :  see  for  instance, 
Republic  of  Libena  v.  Boyey  posty  p.  86. 
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(3)  As  to  how  far  it  is  Legitimate  to  use  the  Process  of  the- 
Court  against  the  Officer  or  Member  appointed  to  give 
the  Discovery. 

In  equity  where  he  was  made  a  party  this  could  of  course 
have  been  done :  see  J30«^,  p.  81. 

Under  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  51,  attachment  could  issue 
against  the  officer  directed  to  answer,  see  App.  Ch.  II. : 
although  (according  to  the  usual  practice,  see  post^  p.  82)  the 
order  was  made  in  his  absence.  It  would  be  issued  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  corporate  body.  In  Madrid  Bank  v.  Bayhi/y  L.  R. 
2  Q.  B.  37 :  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  15,  an  action  brought  by  the 
liquidator  (see  as  to  the  liquidator  posty  p.  294)  in  the  name 
of  the  company,  an  order  was  made  (against  the  opposition 
of  the  liquidator  who  swore  that  he  had  no  power  over  the 
directors  and  could  not  answer  himself)  staying  proceedings 
until  the  directors  had  complied  with  an  order  to  answer 
interrogatories  obtained  against  them  by  the  defendant :  the 
liquidator  thereupon  applied  for  and  obtained  an  order  for 
attachment  against  the  directors,  on  the  ground  that  he, 
being  the  person  beneficially  interested  in  the  proceedings 
and  the  real  plaintiff,  was  the  person  really  injured  by  their 
refusal  to  answer.  Unless  the  directors  were  specified  in  the 
order  as  the  officers  to  answer  under  sect.  51  of  the  C.  L.  P. 
Act,  they  could  not  be  attached  for  default  in  answering :  the 
company  were  not  bound  to  answer  imder  that  section  but 
only  the  specified  officer :  Button  v.  8,  E,  R.  "W.  N.  68,  p.  20, 
where  apparently  by  mistake  an  order  had  been  obtained  for 
the  company  to  answer.  See  also  Lacharme  v.  Quartz  Rock 
Co.  post,  p.  86,  where  an  order  for  inspection  was  made 
directly  against  an  officer. 


(4)  Interrogatories. 

If  any  party  to  a  cause  or  matter  be  a  body  corporate  or  a 
joint  stock  company  whether  incorporated  or  not  or  any 
other  body  (see  ante,  p.  74,  as  to  foreign  republics)  of  persons 
empowered  by  law  to  sue  or  be  sued  whether  in  its  own  name 
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or  in  the  name  of  any  officer  or  other  person*  any  opposite 
party  may  apply  for  an  order  allowing  him  to  deliver  interro- 
gatories to  any  member  or  officer  of  such  corporation  com- 
pany or  body  and  an  order  may  be  made  accordingly.  Ord. 
XXXI.  r.  5.  A  corporation  sole  is  not  within  this  rule: 
discovery  could  be  had  from  him  in  chancery  as  from  a 
private  individual :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  134. 

This  rule  is  adopted  from  sect.  51  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act  (see 
post,  App.  Ch.  II.),  extending  however  the  liability  to  be  in- 
terrogated to  a  membert  as  well  as  an  officer;  and  it  seems 
that  it  is  intended  to  be  worked  in  the  same  way:  see  Wilson 
V.  Church,  9  Ch.  D.  pp.  555 — 556 :  Berkeley  v.  Stundard 
Discount  Co.  13  Ch.  D.  pp.  99,  101 :  Republic  of  Costa  Rica 
V.  Erlanger,  1  Ch.  D.  p.  174. 

It  was  sufficient  under  sect.  51  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  if 
the  officer  was  an  officer  at  the  time  the  order  for  answering 
was  made :  Madrid  Bank  v.  Bayley,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  37 :  36 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  15. 

Directors  were  still  officers  for  this  purpose  after  a  winding- 
up  order  though  they  had  ceased  to  act :  ibid,  (see  this  case 
cited  ante,  p.  77) :  and  see  as  to  a  late  director  after  the 
company  had  ceased  to  carry  on  business  :  Lacharme  v.  Quartz 
Rocky  8fc.  Co.  cited  post,  p.  86. 

See  as  to  a  secretary  who  had  resigned  since  the  filing  of 
the  bill :  Acomb  v.  Landed  Estates  Co.  14  W.  E.  387 :  14 
L.  T,  57. 

See  as  to  a  liquidator  post,  p.  294 :  and  Madrid  Bank  v. 
Bayley,  ante,  p.  77. 

An  attorney  on  the  record  was  not  an  officer  within  the 


*  In  equity  the  rule  enabling  an  officer  or  member  to  be  made  a  party  (see 
ante^  p.  73]  did  not  apply  where  the  body  could  be  sued  by  their  public 
officer  for  ne  could  answer  on  oath :  Sendrie  v.  ThofMon,  1  Ir.  Ch.  R.  298. 
Under  the  G.  L.  P.  Act  a  public  officer  suing  under  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  could  be 
interrogated  as  being  a  party  :  MeKewan  y.  RoU,  28  L.  J.  Ex.  380 :  4  H.  & 
N.  738 :  so  a  clerk  of  commissioners  sued  as  such :  Mason  y.  Wythe,  3  F.  &  F. 
153. 

t  There  is  no  hardship  in  making  a  member  answer  on  behalf  of  the  body : 
he  is  a  partner  and  in  reality  a  defendant  (or  plaintiff)  though  by  reason  of 
the  rule  as  to  corporate  bodies  he  is  not  named  on  the  record ;  see  Jessel, 
H.  B.  in  Berkeley  y.  Standard  Discount  Co.  13  Ch.  D.  p.  99.  See  as  to  a 
member  being  directed  to  answer,  post,  p.  80. 
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meaning  of  sect.  50  (inspection)  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act :  Broicn 
V.  The  Thames,  8fe,  Co.  43  L.  J.  0.  P.  112. 

On  the  application  for  leave  to  deliver  interrogatories  their 
propriety  will  not  be  considered :  Berkeley  v.  Standard  Dis" 
count  Co.  9  Ch.  D.  643 :  (though  see  Hetcetson  v.  The  Whit" 
tington,  Sfc.  Co,  W.  N.  75,  p.  219) :  and  in  fact  the  purpose 
of  the  application  is  merely  (but  see  post)  to  fix  upon  the 
person  to  answer  if  it  is  a  case  in  which  interrogatories  can  be 
delivered  without  leave  under  rule  1 :  Singer  Manufacturifig 
Co.  V.  Long,  22  S.  J.  854,  where  on  this  ground  it  was  held 
that  a  summons  for  this  purpose  might  be  taken  out  in  long 
vacation :  and  see  post. 

As  to  tlie  Selection  of  tlie  Person  to  Answer  (see  also  ante,  p.  76). 

The  purpose  of  the  application  is  in  a  case  where  leave  to 
interrogate  is  not  necessary  imder  rule  1  to  fix  upon  the 
person  to  answer :  see  Singer  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Long, 
ante :  and  see  the  cases  post.  But  an  order  may  be  made 
upon  the  body  to  answer  without  naming  any  particular 
person,  for  instance,  "by  the  secretary  (or  clerk)  or  other 
proper  oflicer :  "  see  Mayor  of  Swansea  v.  Quirk,  post,  p.  83  : 
and  see  the  forms  in  Chitty,  pp.  286 — 287 :  and  Dan.  Ch. 
F.  1704.* 

The  judge  in  chambers  will  on  the  application  for  leave 
(but  see  Singer  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Long,  ante)  to  deliver 
the  interrogatories  direct  who  shall  be  required  to  answer  the 
interrogatories :  and  it  is  open  to  the  adversary  to  show  why 
one  member  and  not  another  can  give  the  information  or  why 
one  member  can  give  information  on  one  set  of  questions  and 
another  member  on  another  set  of  questions :  see  Jessel,  M.  R. 
in  Wilson  v.  Church,  9  Ch.  D.  p.  557 :  Berkeley  v.  Standard 
Discount  Co.  9  Ch.  D.  643  :  Re  Alexandra  Palace  Co.  16  Ch. 
D.  58 :  and  see  Mcintosh  v.  G.  W.  R.  Co.  2  D.  G.  &  Sm. 
758,  where  not  only  the  secretary  but  also  the  chief  engineer 

•  It  was  stated  by  James,  L.  J.  in  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Erlafiger^  p. 
173,  that  the  form  of  order  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  the  Jud.  Act  was  that 
given  at  common  law  and  also  in  equity  namely  that  the  proceedings  of  a 
plaintiff  corporate  body  should  be  stayed  until  they  had  named  some  proper 
person  to  give  ihe  discovery.     But  qu. 
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was  made  a  co-defendant  for  the  purpose  of  discoveiy  of 
matters  transacted  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  company :  see 
also  Moline  v.  Tasmanian  R.  Co.  cited  ante^  p.  75,  and  the 
form  of  order  there  used. 

It  might  seem  to  be  legitimate  according  to  a  recent  case 
to  deliver  all  the  interrogatories  to  the  different  officers,  each 
officer  to  answer  the  questions  as  to  which  he  has  any  special 
knowledge,  but  the  report  is  not  clear,  and  it  may  be  that 
the  adversary  was  himself  to  indicate  the  particular  interro- 
gatories which  he  wished  to  be  answered  by  particular  officers : 
Compagnie^  Sfc,  Pacifiqm  v.  Peruvian  Ouano  Co,  28  S.  J.  410. 

The  person  proposed  by  the  adversary  will  not  be  called  on 
to  answer  the  interrogatories  if  the  body  show  any  reasonable 
objection  to  him:  Manchester  Val  de  Trovers  Co,  v.  Slagg^ 
W.  N.  82,  p.  127,  where  the  plaintiff  company  applied  that 
a  shareholder  and  former  director  of  the  defendant  company, 
but  who  was  also  a  large  shareholder  in  the  plaintiff  com- 
pany and  personally  interested  in  the  success  of  the  action, 
might  be  directed  to  answer  on  the  defendant's  behalf :  the 
defendants  objecting  and  offering  to  answer  by  their  secre- 
tary, their  objection  was  allowed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
ihid.  Qu.  whether  the  fact  that  the  person  selected  by  the 
adversary  is  his  friend  is  an  objection  as  suggested  by  Mellish, 
L.  J.  in  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Urlanger,  1  Oh.  D.  p.  173. 

The  body  has  as  much  interest  as  anybody  else  in  seeing 
that  the  proper  person  should  answer  because  the  effect  of  the 
answer  may  be  very  serious  as  regards  its  position  :  see  Jessel, 
M.  E.  in  BerJieley  v.  Standard  Discount  Co.  13  Oh.  D.  p.  99 : 
see  as  to  reading  the  answer  against  the  body,  post,  p.  83. 

The  secretary  is  as  a  rule  the  proper  person  to  answer :  see 
Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Berkeley  v.  Standard  Discount  Co,  p.  99. 

It  was  the  practice  of  Jessel,  M.  R.  not  to  direct  a  member 
to  answer  unless  there  was  no  officer  in  a  position  to  do  so, 
that  is  to  say,  who  had  a  competent  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
and  not  to  call  upon  any  one  to  answer  who  had  not  the 
means  of  dqing  so:  Berkeley  v.  Standard  Discount  Co,  13 
Oh.  D.  p.  99 :  and  see  Blackburn,  J.  in  Republic  of  Costa 
Rica  V.  Erlanger^  p.  174. 
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But  on  officer  is  not  necessarily  an  improper  person  because 
he  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matters.  "  Directors  of 
a  company  in  answering  interrogatories  must  not  only  answer 
as  to  their  individual  knowledge  but  in  answering  for  the 
company  they  must  get  such  information  as  they  can  from 
other  servants  of  the  company  who  personally  have  con- 
ducted the  transaction  in  question,  and  they  cannot  properly 
answer  interrogatories  by  saying  they  know  nothing  about 
the  matter  when  it  is  in  their  power  to  obtain  information 
from  other  servants  of  the  company  who  may  have  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  " :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Southioark  Water 
Co,  V.  Quicky  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  321.  The  dictum  in  Bechervaise 
V.  G.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  E.  6  0.  P.  p.  38,  to  the  efiEect  that  it 
was  ridiculous  to  expect  the  secretary  to  know  anything 
about  an  accident  at  which  he  was  not  present  is  not  in 
accordance  with  equity  practice :  see  also  as  to  this  case,  poaty 
p.  142.  "See  ant€y  p.  75,  as  to  the  obligation  of  the  corporate 
body  to  give  its  agents'  information. 

In  eqnity  (see  the  practioe,  ante,  p.  73)  the  plaintifl  might  select  any 
person  (that  is  to  say  an  officer  or  member  of  the  body)  he  pleased  (any  per- 
son with  respect  to  whom  there  was  an  averment  that  he  or  he  and  others 
had  in  their  custody  books  and  papers  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill  and 
whereby  their  truth  would  appear:  OlaaeoUv,  Copper  Miners'  Co.  11  Sim. 
p.  313,  where  the  governor,  deputy  chairman,  one  of  the  directors,  and  the 
secretary  were  made  co-defendants  with  the  company  to  a  bill  of  disooverv 
in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  by  the  company:  Anon.  1  Vem.  117,  bill 
to  discover  writings  where  after  insufficient  answer  by  the  corporation  it  was 
ordered  that  the  clerk  and  such  principal  members  as  the  pLaintifE  should 
think  fit  should  answer  on  oath :  see  also  Dummer  v.  Corp.  of  Cheltenham^  14 
Yes.  245,  suit  against  a  corporation  as  trustees  for  a  charitable  purpose,  the 
individual  corporators  being  made  co-defendants  and  personally  charged 
with  fraud,  where  Lord  Eldon  at  pp.  253,  254,  considered  that  under  parti- 
cular circumstances,  for  instance  if  an  individual  corporator  had  obtained 
possession  of  a  deed  and  destroyed  or  cancelled  it,  the  court  would  order  that 
besides  the  clerk  of  the  company  such  principal  members  as  the  plaintiff 
should  think  fit  should  answer  on  oath,  and  that  the  reason  of  malong  the 
derk  or  officer  a  party  was  that  generally  he  was  the  person  who  could  give 
the  information  and  accordingly  overruled  their  demurrer),  and  make  him 
co-defendant  with  the  corporate  body  for  the  purpose  of  discovery,  and  if 
the  person  so  made  co-defendant  was  subject  to  the  process  of  the  court  the 
plaintiff  might  use  that  process  for  the  purpose  of  extracting  whatever  could 
be  got  from  him :  see  James,  L.  J.  in  Reptiblie  of  Costa  Itica  v.  Erlanger,  1 
Ch.  D.  pp.  172—173:  and  Wickenn,  V.  0.  in  PrisUau  v.  U.  S.  A.  L.  R.  2 
Eq.  pp.  666,  667. 

J^ut  it  did  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  could  visit  upon  the  body  the 
default  in  appearing  or  answering  of  the  members  or  officers  he  had  selected, 
for  instance,  that  he  could  stay  proceeding^  in  the  original  suit  of  the  body 
until  appearance  or  answer  of  the  member  or  officer  made  co-defendant  with 
the  body  to  a  cross  suit  for  discovery :  Republic  of  Costa  Ries  v.  Erlanger, 

D.  O 
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pp.  172—173,  176  :  PriaUau  v.  U.  8.  A,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  669 :  QUmoU  v.  Copper 
Miners^  Co,  p.  314. 

Nor  was  uiis  because  they  might  be  persons  over  whom  the  body  might 
have  no  control  or  authority  so  as  to  compel  them  to  put  in  an  answer, 
which  was  the  ground  on  which  "Wickens,  V.  C.  in  Prisfeau  v.  U.  S.  A.  (and 
see  the  same  judge  in  U,  8,  A.  v.  Wagnerj  L.  R.  2  Eq.  p.  731)  fftused  to 
extend  the  time  for  taking  evidence  in  the  orig^ioal  suit  by  the  U.  S.  A.  until 
the  president,  who  had  been  made  co-defendant  with  the  U.  S.  A.  to  a  cross 
-suit  for  discovery,  had  answered,  but  because  the  utmost  extent  (see  ant$^ 
.p.  76)  of  the  obligation  of  the  body  was  to  give  discoverv  by  some  proper 
o£Bcer  or  member,  and  not  by  the  particular  member  or  ofaoer  the  opponent 
had  chosen  to  select :  Republic  of  Co»ta  Rica  v.  Erlafigery  pp.  172 — 176:  if  it 
were  otherwise  he  might  select  some  person  who  would  decline  to  give  the 
discovery  and  so  he  might  g^t  rid  of  the  suit  altogether :  Mellish,  L.  J. 
ibid,  p.  173  :  and  see  Blackburn,  J.  ibid,  p.  176. 

A  proper  order  therefore  both  at  common  law  and  equity  might  be  to  stay 
the  suit  of  the  body  until  they  had  named  some  proper  x>er8on  or  persons  to 
give  the  discovery :  Repttblie  of  Costa  Rieay.Erlanger^-p^.  \1Z — 176:  RepMie 
of  Peru  V.  Weguelin,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  140:  U.  8.  A.  v.  Wagner,  L.  R.  2  Ch. 
p.  690 :  or  even  until  a  particular  person  had  gfiven  the  discovery  if  it 
appeared  he  was  the  right  person :  Blackburn,  J.  in  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  Y. 
JErlanger,  p.  176. 

The  Position  of  the  Officer  or  Member  calkd  on  to  answer  Inter- 

rogatories — his  Coats. 

The  officer  or  member  is  the  representative  or  alter  ego  of 
the  body  for  the  purpose  of  answering  the  interrogatories: 
see  Thesiger,  L.  J.  in  Berkeley  v.  Standard  Discount  Co.  13 
Ch.  D.  p.  101. 

The  objection  to  be  taken  to  the  interrogatories  under 
rule  5  is  not  an  objection  by  the  person  actually  interrogated 
but  by  the  party  for  whom  he  is  called  on  to  answer :  ibid. 

In  practice  under  the  0.  L.  P.  Act  the  corporate  body 
was  alone  represented.  The  application  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  interrogatories  was  made  in  chambers  against 
the  corporate  body  and  if  they  had  any  objection  to  the 
interrogatories  the  corporate  body  appeared  by  their  soli- 
citor, but  the  officer  never  appeared.  He  never  had  any 
claim  to  costs  either  before  or  after  the  interrogatories  were 
answered  by  him.  It  was  a  matter  entirely  between  the 
parties  to  the  action,  the  corporation  being  one  of  those 
parties ;  and  when  the  action  was  terminated  and  the  costs 
taxed  it  was  the  corporation  and  they  alone  who  had  any 
claim  to  costs :  ibid.  Under  section  51  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act 
the  interrogatories  were  delivered  to  the  body  corporate  or 
their  attorney. 
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The  practice  should  it  would  seem  be  the  same  now.  The 
corporate  body  is  served  with  the  application.  The  soli- 
citor of  the  body  should  act  for  the  officer  or  member  directed 
to  answer  and  should  prepare  the  answer  for  him  and  charge 
the  body  with  the  costs.  These  costs  are  part  of  the  body^s 
costs  if  they  succeed.  No  formal  provision  will  be  made  for 
his  costs  separate  from  the  costs  of  the  body ;  ibid,  pp.  99, 
100,  102,  reversing  Pry,  J.  12  Ch.  D.  295.  See  also  the 
forms  in  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1704 :  Chitty,  pp.  286—287. 

It  seems  that  in  equity  he  should  have  put  in  a  joint  answer  with  the  body 
unless  there  were  some  reason  for  putting  in  a .  separate  answer :  and  where 
he  put  in  a  separate  answer  by  a  separate  solicitor  without  any  reason  he  was 
held  not  entitled  to  get  his  costs  from  the  plaintiff :  see  Booth  v.  Birmingham 
^e.  Co.  16  W.  R.  538 :  see  however  Law  v.  London,  ^e,  Co,\K,k  J.  p.  232, 
where  the  seoretaiy's  costs  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  him  by  the  plaintiif 
and  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  company. 

The  real  position  of  the  ofiGloer  or  member  called  upon  to 
give  discovery  as  the  representative  or  alter  ego  of  the  body 
seems  hardly  to  have  been  grasped  by  the  judges  in  a  case 
of  Mayor  of  Sicamea  v.  Qtnrk^  5  0.  P.  D.  106.  There  the 
defendant  had  obtained  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  interro- 
gatories to  J.  T.  the  town  clerk  or  other  the  proper  officer. 
The  town  clerk  answered  them  and  objected  to  give  certain 
information  which  was  required  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
derived  from  privileged  communications  made  to  him  by  the 
corporation  as  their  solicitor.  It  was  held  that  the  corporation 
after  putting  forward  this  officer  to  answer  for  them  could  not 
avail  themselves  of  his  individuality  as  solicitor  and  refuse  to 
answer  on  the  ground  of  privilege :  for  by  electing  to  answer 
through  him  they  waived  the  privilege,  pp.  107,  108.  The 
ground  of  this  decision  is  too  narrow.  The  officer  or  member 
is  called  upon  to  give  the  information  of  the  body.  He  is 
their  mouthpiece :  he  has  no  individuality  at  all.  It  makes 
no  difference  whether  the  body  elected  to  answer  through  him 
or  not. 

As  to  Reading  the  Answer  against  the  Body. 

In  Manchester^  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Slagg^  W.  N.  82,  p.  127,  the 
Court  of  Appeal  expressly  refused  to  give  an  opinion  as  to 
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whether  the  answer  of  the  oflBcer  or  member  could  be  read 
Against  the  company. 

The  point  seems  never  (unless  perhaps  in  Gibbons  v.  Waters 
ho  Bridge  Co.)  to  have  been  actually  decided  in  equity  though 
the  opinion  was  that  it  could  not  be  read  against  the  company : 
see  Mcintosh  v.  G.  W.  H.  Co.  4  D.  G.  &  Sm.  p.  546 :  Stmcard 
V.  £.  L  Co.  2  Vem.  380 :  Durmner  v.  Corp.  Cheltenham^  14 
Ves.  p.  247:  Wych  v.  Mealy  3  P.  W.  310:  Re  Earned:' s  Bank- 
ing Co.  L.  E.  2  Ch.  p.  354 :  Gibbons  v.  Waterloo  Bridge  Co. 
1  0.  P.  Coop.  385 :  5  Pri.  491  p.  493,  where  it  was  held  ap- 
parently on  this  groxmd  that  the  clerk  could  not  refuse  to 
answer  matter  exposing  the  company  to  penalties :  (see  as  to 
this  last  point,  post^  p.  343). 

In  Wych  V.  Meal  Lord  Talbot  considered  that  though  the 
answer  could  not  be  read  against  the  company  it  might  be  of 
use  to  direct  the  plaintiff  how  to  draw  and  pen  his  interroga- 
tories towards  obtaining  a  better  discovery :  and  in  Mcintosh 
V.  G.  W.  R.  Co.  4  D.  G.  &  Sm.  p.  546,  Knight-Bruce,  V.  0. 
observed  that  there  might  be  a  right  to  discovery  from  A. 
as  to  the  acts  of  B.  and  yet  no  right  to  use  it  as  evidence 
against  B. 


(5)  Discovery  and  Production  of  Documents. 

Discovery  of  documents  is  obtained  from  a  corporate  or 
©ther  (see  rule  6,  ante,  p.  77)  body  by  means  of  an  order 
against  the  corporate  body  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  in 
its  possession  to  be  made  by  the  secretary  clerk  or  other 
proper  officer  or  officers  on  its  behalf :  see  the  forms  in  Seton, 
and  see  the  cases  post :  an  order  for  production  of  the  docu- 
ments disclosed  in  the  affidavit  can  then  (as  at  common  law, 
or  in  the  order  for  the  affidavit  in  the  Chancery  Division :  see 
postj  p.  154)  be  made  against  the  body. 

It  seems  to  have  been  considered  by  Lush,  J.  in  Cooke  v. 
Oceanic  Steam  Co.  W.  N.  75,  p.  220,  that  no  provision  was 
made  by  the  rules  of  the  Jud.  Act  for  ordering  an  affidavit 
of  documents  against  a  company  and  therefore  it  was  neces- 
sary to  fall  back  upon  sect.  50  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854 
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("  some  officer  to  be  named  of  such  body  corporate,"  see  post^ 
App.  Ch.  II.)  as  8J1  authority  for  such  an  order.  But  this  is 
not  so.  Under  sect.  18  (see  post,  App.  Ch.  II.)  of  the  Chan- 
cery Procedure  Act  it  was  held  that  an  order  of  this  nature 
could  be  made  against  a  company,  *^  on  oath"  not  necessarily 
meaning  the  oath  of  the  defendant  himself  (see^.  O.  v.  Dere- 
ham,  8fc.  Co.  contra),  but,  in  the  case  of  a  defendant  who  in 
the  nature  of  things  could  not  take  an  oath,  the  oath  of  some 
proper  person  (see  also  antey  pp.  62,  64),  and  that  it  was  not 
against  the  letter  and  was  within  the  spirit  of  the  act  to 
decide  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  discovery  of  docu- 
ments on  oath  and  not  merely  under  the  corporate  seal: 
Ranger  v.  G,  W,  It.  Co.  4  D.  Gr.  &  J.  p.  76  (overruling  A.  O. 
V.  East  Dei^ehnm,  8fc.  Co.  6  W.  E.  486,  and  Law  v.  London, 
8fc.  Co.  10  Ha.  App.  20).  There  is  no  reason  for  giving  a 
different  interpretation  to  the  present  rule.  And  in  fact 
sect.  50  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act  is  now  repealed,  see  ante^  p.  6. 

In  Ranger  v.  O.  W.  JR.  Co.  the  order  for  the  affidavit 
was  qualified  by  a  provision  "xmless  the  company  should 
satisfy  the  court  by  sufficient  evidence  that  it  was  unable  to 
obtain" :  and  so  in  Republic  of  Liberia  v.  Roi/e,  L.  R.  16  Eq. 
179,  referred  to  post,  p.  86.  But  it  is  not  nsual  to  insert 
this  qualification.  And  see  ante,  p.  76,  as  to  the  degree  of 
obligation  of  the  corporate  body. 

Where  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  had  been 
made  against  the  clerk  of  the  Mercers'  Company  made  co- 
defendant  with  the  company  for  the  purpose  of  discovery,  it 
was  held  no  excuse  for  non-compliance  with  the  order  that 
the  wardens,  the  governing  body,  had  the  custody  of  the 
documents,  and  that  he  could  not  inspect  them  without  their 
permission:  at  least  he  must  say  that  he  had  applied  for 
permission  and  been  refused  (see  in  this  connection  Stuart  v. 
Bute,  Taylor  v.  Rundell,  and  other  oases  discussed  post,  pp. 
135 — 137) ;  and  so  in  the  case  of  the  secretary  and  directors 
of  a  company :  A.  O.  v.  Mercers^  Co.  9  W.  E.  83. 

It  was  considered  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  nnder 
sect.  6  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1851  and  section  50  of  the  C.  L.  P. 
Act,  1854,  to  make  an  order  against  the  officer  (a  late  director) 
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for  inspeotioii  of  the  oompany's  books,  and  such  an  order  was 
made  where  an  order  for  inspection  made  against  the  com- 
pany could  not  be  enf  oroed,  they  having  ceased  to  cany  on 
business,  and  having  no  property  against  which  sequestration 
could  issue :  Lacharme  v.  Quartz  Bock  Co.  31  L,  J.  Ex,  336. 

See  as  to  who  are  officers  or  members  of  a  body  so  that 
they  may  be  ordered  to  answer  interrogatories,  ante^  p.  78. 

See  as  to  a  liquidator  post,  p.  294 :  and  Madrid  Bank  v. 
Bayley^  ante,  p.  77. 

The  affidavit  of  documents  must  if  practicable  be  made  by 
some  person  who  has  personal  knowledge  as  to  the  documents 
in  the  possession  of  the  corporate  body.  In  Bepublic  of  Li' 
beria  v.  Boye,  1  App.  Cas.  139,  the  plaintiff  republic  had 
been  ordered  (L.  B.  16  Eq.  179)  to  make  an  affidavit  of 
documents  by  one  or  more  of  its  officers  or  ministers.  An 
affidavit  was  made  by  its  consul  general  in  England  who  was 
able  to  specify  as  to  the  documents  in  England,  but,  as  to 
whether  there  were  any  documents  abroad,  could  only  state  that 
according  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  information  and  beUef 
there  were  no  other  documents.  Tlie  affidavit  was  held  in- 
sufficient ;  for  (per  Lord  Cairns)  his  information  was  obviously 
merely  such  information  as  was  sent  to  him,  and  he  did  not 
profess  to  have,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  case  could  not 
have,  any  personal  knowledge  on  the  subject,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  no  business  to  put  forward  a  person  who  was  without 
any  knowledge  whatever  on  the  subject,  that  he  was  not  the 
proper  officer,  and  that  some  person  on  the  spot  was  the 
proper  person,  pp.  142 — 143.  Lord  Hatherley,  at  p.  146, 
considered  that  though  where  a  defendant  in  person  made  an 
affidavit  and  swore  there  were  such  and  such  documents  and 
no  others  that  oath  was  all  the  opponent  was  entitled  to ;  in 
the  case  of  a  person  not  having  himself  charge  of  the  docu- 
ments as  officer  of  a  corporate  body  he  must  state  his  sources  of 
knowledge  and  means  of  information,  that  it  was  not  enough 
for  him  to  say  "to  the  best  of  my  belief  these  are  all  the 
documents  that  can  be  had  "  when  it  might  be  no  part  of  his 
duty  to  know  anything  whatever  on  the  subject,  and  that 
without  such  an  explanation  the  court  had  not  that  which  it 
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required  and  which  it  had  a  right  to  have,  namely,  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  oath  of  the  proper  officer  that  those  were  all  the 
documents.  The  decree  of  the  court  below  dismissing  the 
action  for  non-compliance  with  the  order  was  affirmed :  see 
poet,  Bk.  m.  Oh.  VH.  Sect.  IH, 


(g)  Shenp. 

In  any  action  against  or  by  a  sheriff  in  respect  of  any 
matters  connected  with  the  execution  of  his  office,  the  court 
or  a  judge  may  on  the  application  of  either  party  order  that 
the  affidavit  to  be  made  in  answer  either  to  interrogatories  or 
to  an  order  for  discovery  shall  be  made  by  the  officer  actually 
concerned :  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  28. 


(h)  Miscellaneous. 

Person  treated  as  Party  to  Action  by  Consent. 

Where  an  order  was  made  in  an  administration  suit  to 
carry  into  effect  a  contract  and  the  purchaser  appeared  and 
consented  to  be  bound  by  it,  the  defendants  (trustees)  were 
held  bound  at  his  instance  to  make  an  affidavit  of  documents 
as  to  the  matters  in  question  between  them  and  him  in  a 
sunmions  which  he  had  taken  out,  for  they  obtained  the 
order  by  which  he  consented  to  be  treated  as  a  party :  Dent 
V.  Dent,  L.  E.  1  Eq.  187. 

Order  on  all  the  Plaintiffs  for  Affidavit  of  Documents. 

Where  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  is  made  on 
plaintiffs  the  common  order  is  not  that  the  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tifib  but  that  the  plaintiffs  shall  make  an  affidavit  as  to  docu- 
ments in  their  or  his  possession  or  power :  see  Cotton,  L.  J. 
in  Wilson  v.  Raffalovitchy  7  Q.  B.  D.  p.  561 :  and  the  forms 
in  Seton :  and  the  affidavit  must  be  made  by  all  the  persons 
required  to  join  in  it  unless  special  reason  to  the  contrary  is 
shown :  Walker  v.  Kennedy,  5  W.  E.  396. 

But  if  it  is  shown  satisfactorily  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
.not  in  a  condition  to  make  it  the  court  would  not  grant  an 
attachment  against  him  nor  dismiss  the  action ;  see  Cotton, 
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L.  J.  ibid.  See  also  Sartley  v.  Owen^  34  L.  T.  752,  where 
an  order  for  production  of  documente  was  made  on  the  plain- 
tiffs, husband  and  wife  (see  as  to  married  woman,  antcy 
p.  67),  and,  the  husband  having  absconded,  the  wife  made 
an  affidavit  of  documents  in  her  possession  and  deposed  that 
to  the  best  of  her  belief  there  were  no  other  documents  re- 
lating to  the  suit,  and  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  under 
Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21,  was  under  the  circumstances  refused,  for 
the  rule  was  not  imperative  (Bk.  III.  Ch.  VII.  Sect.  III.) 
and  probably  every  document  relating  to  the  suit  could  be 
produced. 

As  to  Persona  suing  in  other  Persons^  Names, 

Where  persons  sue  in  other  persons'  names  though  they 
may  be  the  real  plaintiffs  yet  these  other  persons  are  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  record,  and  therefore  in  point  of  law  the 
plaintiffs,  and  must  be  taken  to  be  the  parties  conducting  the 
litigation,  and  they  must  conduct  it  according  to  the  rules  of 
English  jurisprudence  and  obey  the  orders  of  the  English 
court  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  for  instance,  orders  for 
discovery  or  production  of  documents :  Wilson  v.  Baffalovitch, 
7  Q.  B.  D.  553,  pp.  557,  558. 

Where  therefore  underwriters  brought  an  action  to  recover 
the  value  of  goods  in  the  names  of  the  shippers  whom  they 
had  paid  for  a  total  loss,  and  by  consent  an  order  was  made 
upon  the  plaintiffs  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  in  their 
possession,  and  subsequently,  an  affidavit  by  one  only  of  the 
plaintiffs  being  put  in,  an  order  was  made  for  a  further  affi- 
davit by  them,  the  Court  of  Appeal,  reversing  the  court  below 
who  had  ordered  that  the  plaintiffs  be  absolved  from  any 
further  discovery  of  documents,  held  that  this  order  for  a 
further  affidavit  must  stand,  for  the  first  order,  which  could 
not,  being  by  consent,  or  at  all  events  was  not  appealed  against 
had  not  been  complied  vnth :  and  it  was  no  answer  to  show 
the  difficulty  or  even  the  impossibility  of  procuring  an  affi- 
davit from  the  other  plaintiff,  or  the  improbability  of  there 
being  any  other  docxmients :  that  was  their  misfortime :  ibid. 
pp.  527~061.    But  if  it  were  shown  satififaotorily  that  the 
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other  plaintiff  was  not  in  a  condition  to  make  an  affidavit, 
the  court  would  not  attach  him  or  dismiss  the  action :  Cotton, 
L.  J.  ibid.  p.  561 :  see  also  Hartley  v.  Oiceny  ante,  p.  88. 
The  question  therefore  after  all  was  one  of  mere  form. 

Qu.  Whether  in  a  case  of  that  kind  defendants  are  entitled 
ex  debito  justitiae  to  an  order  in  that  form  on  the  nominal 
plaintiffs :  see  Wilson  v.  Raffalovitchy  pp.  567,  560. 

It  may  be  noted  that  it  is  legitimate  to  interrogate  the 
pldntiff  (or  defendant  as  the  case  may  be)  whether  he  is  not 
merely  the  nominal  plaintiff,  and  A.  B.  the  real  plaintiff :  in 
order  to  let  in  the  declarations  and  admissions  of  the  real 
party  interested:  see  Sketchley  v.  Cantwllyy post,  p.  113  :  and 
Levy  V.  PopCy  poaty  p.  439. 

Where  a  liquidator  carried  on  an  action  in  another  person's 
name  it  was  held  that  not  being  a  party  he  could  not  be  in- 
terrogated :  he  had  been  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments, but  the  order  was  intituled  also  in  the  matter  of  the 
company  and  the  Companies  Act,  1862:  Maaaey  v.  Alleny 
W.  N.  78,  p.  246 :  and  see  further  as  to  a  liquidator,  pasty 
p.  294. 
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OHAPTEE  IV. 

INTERBOGATORIES. 

Thb  rules  of  Ord.  XXXI.  dealing  epeciallj  with  interroga- 
tories are  those  numbered  1  to  11  (see  post^  App.  Ch.  II. 
where  these  rules  are  set  out  with  references  to  the  sections 
and  pages  where  they  are  considered).  These  rules  only  re- 
gulate the  way  in  which  interrogatories  which  might  have 
been  administered  before  the  Jud.  Act  are  now  to  be  admi- 
nistered, that  is  to  say,  the  period  within  which,  the  mode  in 
which,  and  the  time  at  which  they  are  to  be  administered. 
They  give  no  right  to  interrogate  which  was  never  before 
exercised  (whether  by  bill  of  discovery  or  otherwise :  see 
Jessel,  M.  R.  p.  489)  in  any  of  the  courts  of  law  or" 
equity :  Brett,  L.  J.  in  Li/eli  v.  Kennedy y  20  Ch.  D.  p.  491 : 
(or  in  the  courts  of  equity  alone  according  to  Jessel,  M.  R. 
for  at  pp.  488,  489  he  considers,  referring  to  Eorton  v.  Bott^ 
that  if  the  right  did  not  exist  in  equity  before  the  C.  L.  P. 
Act,  1854,  there  was  no  right  to  administer  interrogatories 
under  that  act,  but  see  as  to  this,  ante^  p.  8)  :  and  see  antCy 
Introd.  Chap.  Section  4  (B)  generally  as  to  the  Jud.  Act  in 
relation  to  discovery,  and  in  particular  antCj  pp.  7 — 8,  in 
reference  to  the  conflicting  practice  of  discovery  in  equity  and 
at  common  law,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  equity  practice 
is  to  prevail. 

I.  As  io  the  necessity  of  applying  for  Leave  to  Interrogate^  the 
condition  under  which  Leave  is  grantedy  and  the  effect  of 
granting  it. 

In  any  action  where  relief  by  way  of  damages  or  other- 
wise is  sought  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  breach  of  trust,  the 
plaintiff  may  at  any  time  after  delivering  his  statement  of 
claim,  and  a  defendant  may  at  or  after  the  time  of  delivering 
his  defence,  without  any  order  for  that  purpose,  and  in  every 
other  cause  or  mattefthe  plaintiff  or  deiendant  may  by  leave 
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of  the  oouit  or  a  judge,  deliver  interrogatories  in  writing  for 
the  examination  of  the  opposite  parties,  or  any  one  or  more 
of  suoh  parties,  and  such  interrogatories  when  delivered  shall 
have  a  note  at  the  foot  thereof,  stating  which  of  suoh  inter- 
rogatories each  of  suoh  persons  is  required  to  answer :  pro« 
vided  that  no  party  shall  deliver  more  than  one  set  of  inter- 
rogatories to  the  same  party*  without  an  order  for  that 
purpose:  provided  also  that  interrogatories  which  do  not 
relate  to  any  matters  in  question  in  the  cause  or  matter  shall 
be  deemed  irrelevant,  notwithstanding  that  they  might  be 
admissible  on  the  orad  cross-examination  of  a  witness :  Ord. 
XX  XT.  r.  1* 

[The  plaintiff  may,  at  the  time  of  deUveziiig  his  statement  of  daim,  or  at 
anj  sabMqnent  time  not  later  than  the  dose  of  the  pleadings,  and  a  defendant 
may,  at  Uie  time  of  deUvering  his  defence,  or  at  any  subsequent  time  not 
later  than  the  dose  of  the  pleadings,  without  any  order  for  that  purpose, 
and  either  ]^rt^  may  at  any  time,  by  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  deliver 
interrogatories  in  writing  for  the  examination  of  the  opposite  party  or  par- 
ties, or  any  one  or  more  of  suoh  parties,  with  a  note  at  the  foot  thereof, 
stating  wMch  of  suoh  interrogatories  each  of  such  persons  is  required  to 
answer  :  proyided  that  no  party  shall  deliver  more  than  one  set  of  interroga- 
tories to  uie  same  party  without  an  order  for  that  purpose :  old  Bule  1  of 
Ord.  XXXT.J 

In  deciding  upon  any  application  for  leave  to  exhibit 
interrogatories,  the  court  or  judge  shall  take  into  account 
any  offer  which  may  be  made  by  the  party  sought  to  be 
interrogated,  to  deliver  particulars  fa),  or  to  make  admis- 
sions (b),  or  to  produce  documents  (c),  relating  to  the  matter 
in  question,  or  any  of  them :  Ord.  XXXT.  r.  2. 

(a^  See  O^Meara  v.  Stone^  poti,  p.  93 :  and  generally  as  to  obtaining  par- 
tiicnuars  by  interrogatories,  potty  p.  451. 
(b)  See  Sellier  v.  £llis,  post,  p.  93. 
(o)  See  post,  p.  123. 

The  object  of  requiring  the  leave  of  the  court  to  administer 
interrogatories  in  actions  other  than  those  founded  on  fraud 
or  breach  of  trust  is  to  prevent  the  power  of  discovery  being 
used  where  it  is  not  really  wanted.  Under  the  original  rules 
of  the  Jud.  Act  litigants  in  every  court  comprised  in  the 
High  Court  of  Justice  enjoyed  far  wider  powers  of  discovery 
than  in  the  old  common  law  courts :  a  more  perfect  but  most 
expensive  machinery  was  placed  in  their  hands :  the  result 
was  that  voluminous  and  unnecessary  interrogatories  were 


*  See  a  oaae,  Swire  y.  JMrnan,  pott,  p.  96. 
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freely  administered  entailiDg  great  and  useless  expenditure, 
the  burthen  to  poor  litigants  being  very  heavy.  In  order  to 
check  this  abuse,  and  in  order  to  protect  the  litigants  against 
themselves,  even  though  it  should  be  said  that  they  con- 
sented to  interrogatories  of  this  kind,  the  New  Rules  re- 
quired that'  the  leave  of  the  court  should  be  obtained :  see 
Aste  V.  Stunmorey  13  Q.  B.  D,  326,  pp.  329—330  :  see  also 
the  judgments  in  Whyte  v.  AhrenSy  ante^  p.  36. 
•  See  as  to  the  old  chancery  practice,  posty  sect.  2  (b) :  as 
to  the  old  common  law  practice,  posty  sect.  2  (c),  fmd  in  par- 
ticular as  to  the  form  of  affidavit  there  in  use,  posty  p.  97. 

The  leave  given  is  not  to  administer  specific  interrogatories 
(as  was  the  old  common  law  practice,  Bee  post,  p.  99),  but  to 
interrogate  generally.  It  is  sufficient  therefore  if  the  appli- 
cant state  the  nature  of  the  action,  the  issues  involved  and 
the  general  scope  and  object  of  the  proposed  interrogatories ; 
if  upon  that  statement  it  appears  that  they  would  be  irrele- 
vant, or  that  the  matters  intended  to  be  inquired  after  are 
scandalous  or  come  under  any  of  the  objections  enumerated 
in  rules  6  and  7  the  judge  will  exercise  his  discretion  by  re- 
fusing to  allow  any  interrogatories  to  be  administered  in 
order  to  avoid  expense.  It  is  not  therefore  necessary  before 
the  hearing  of  the  application  to  serve  the  other  party  with  a 
copy  of  the  proposed  interrogatories.  All  that  the  judge  has 
to  do  is  to  see  that  it  is  a  fit  case  for  interrogating,  that  the 
general  character  of  the  proposed  interrogatories  is  not  im- 
proper, and  that  it  is  not  sought  to  administer  them  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  annoyance  and  worry:  where  these  con- 
ditions are  satisfied,  if  the  interrogatories  can  possibly  be  in 
any  degree  relevant,  the  order  will  be  made  :  the  party  will 
not  be  tied  down  to  any  specific  interrogatories  although  he 
must  interrogate  only  as  to  the  particular  points  he  has  put 
forward,  and  if  he  interrogates  as  to  other  matters  it  will  be 
at  the  peril  of  having  his  interrogatories  struck  out  (but  see 
Mcllroy  v.  Duncan,  posty  p.  107,  as  to  striking  out  irrelevant 
interrogatories) :  ITall  v.  Liardety  W.  N.  83,  pp.  164,  176, 
194  :  and  see  Clarke  v.  Bennetty  pasty  p.  107. 

This  practice  leaves  it  open  to  the  judge  on  any  subsequent 
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application  under  rale  7  to  strike  out  (not  set  them  aside 
altogether,  seeMcIlro^Y*  Duncan,  post,  p.  102)  any  particular 
interrogatories,  or  under  rule  6  to  relieve  the  party  from  an- 
swering them  :  see  Sail  v.  lAardety  W.  N.  8i,  p.  165  :  Clarke 
V.  Bennett f  cited  post,  p.  107. 

In  Mcllroy  t.  Duncan^  W.  N.  84,  p.  48  (see  thU  case  further  cited  pott, 
p.  102),  an  action  to  recover  patents,  stock,  &c.  sold  under  an  agreement, 
and  for  damages  for  mis-representation,  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  deliver 
interrogatories  confined  to  the  cause  of  action  disclosed  in  the  statement  of 
claim  and  particulars. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  sum  due  on  an  I  0  U  the  defence  being  that 
the  sum  (except  a  small  balance)  had  been  paid  before  action  brought,  the 
plaintiff  had  taken  out  a  summons  for  directions  and  obtained  leave  to  inter- 
rogate, with  liberty  to  either  V^y  to  apply  for  further  directions  without 
taking  out  a  fresh  summons.  The  defendant  having  served  on  the  plaintifF 
a  notice  to  admit  the  fact  of  payment  of  which  the  plaintiff  took  no  notice, 
was  given  leave  to  interrog^ate  the  plaintiff  whether  he  was  not  paid  on  a 
certain  day  as  alleged  in  the  defence :  HeUief  v.  J?//i#,  W.  N.  84,  p.  9. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  through  being  thrown  off  a  car 
belonging  to  the  defendants,  the  defence  being  that  it  was  an  accident,  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  inteirog^ate  them  as  to  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  accident  occurred  and  as  to  any  verbal  reports  made  to  them  by 
their  servants :  Jones  v.  London  Road  Car  Co.  W.  N.  83,  p.  196. 

In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  sustained  through  being  struck  on  the 
head  by  a  crane  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  interrogate  (without  making 
deposit,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  VIII.  Sect.  II.),  on  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  de- 
fendant disclaimed  responsibility  on  the  ground  that  the  men  working  the 
crane  were  not  in  his  employment :  Burr  v.  Hubbard,  W.  N.  83,  p.  198. 

In  Smith  v.  Went,  W.  N,  84,  p.  81 :  32  W.  R.  612 :  50  L.  T.  382:  an 
action  by  beneficiaries  for  administration  and  for  setting  aside  an  assignment 
by  tibe  executor,  the  plaintiffs  were  allowed  to  deliver  to  all  the  defendants 
interrogatories  extending  to  twenty-eight  folios  (omitting,  however,  two  of 
the  proposed  interrogatories  as  unnecessary),  and  (Bk.  III.  Gh.  VIII.  Sect.  II.) 
without  making  any  deposit,  which  in  tms  case  would  have  amounted  to  60/. 

See  fdso  Hountton  v.  Sligo,  ante,  p.  27. 

Where  the  information  sought  could  be  obtained  by  par* 
ticulars,  leave  to  interrogate  was  refused :  ffMeara  y.  Stone, 
W.  N.  84,  p.  72,  action  for  damages  by  negligent  driving, 
the  defendant  desiring  to  interrogate  as  to  the  alleged  negU* 
gence  and  the  damages.  See  generally  as  to  obtaining  par* 
ticulars  by  means  of  interrogatories,  post,  p.  451. 


H.  Ab  to  the  Stage  of  the  Action  at  which  it  is  legitimate  to 

deliver  Interrogatories, 

See  as  to  the  general  principles  by  which  the  court  will  be 
guided  in  enforcing  or  withholding  discovery  on  grounds 


94  BK.  I.  CHAP.  IV.  SECT.  II. 

connected  with  the  character  of  the  action  or  of  the  pleadings, 
or  -with  the  stage  of  the  action  at  which  it  is  sought,  antey 
p.  13. 

See  also  posff  p.  158,  as  to  discovery  and  production  of 
documents. 

Under  the  present  rule  (see  antey  p.  91)  interrogatories 
cannot  be  delivered  without  leave  at  any  stage  of  the  action, 
except  in  actions  where  relief  by  way  of  damages  or  other- 
wise is  sought  on  the  grounds  of  fraud  or  breach  of  trust. 
See  as  to  the  cases  in  which  leave  has  been  granted,  the  con- 
ditions under  which  it  is  granted,  and  the  effect  of  granting 
it,  antcy  Section  I. 

See  as  to  discovery  before  giving  particulars,  pasty  p.  99, 
referring  to  the  old  common  law  practice  in  the  case  of  in- 
terrogatories :  Qjidposty  p.  161,  as  to  discovery  and  production 
of  documents. 

Leave  to  interrogate  was  given  after  the  pleadings  had 
closed  to  a  defendant  setting  up  a  counterclaim:  Jones  v. 
Jotwsy  W.  N.  84,  p.  17. 

It  may  be  legitimate  in  some  cases  for  a  plaintiff  to  serve  a 
notice  to  admit  facts  before  defence :  see  Crawford  v.  Chof^kpy 
W.  N.  83,  p.  198. 

(a)  ITie  Practice  under  the  old  Rules. 

Under  rule  1  of  the  old  rules  (see  antey  p.  91)  the  plaintiff 
might  in  every  action  at  the  time  of  delivering  his  claim,  and 
a  defendant  might  at  the  time  of  delivering  his  defence  or 
at  any  subsequent  time  not  later  than  the  close  of  the 
pleadings,  deliver  interrogatories  without  any  order  for  that 
purpose :  but  at  any  other  stage  not  without  leave. 

The  plaintiff  after  statement  of  claim  up  to  the  close  of 
the  pleadings. 

It  was  not  intended  bj  the  old  rule  1  to  make  the  deliyery  of  intenoga- 
tories  a  mere  matter  of  course  so  that  in  every  case  tiiej  might  be  delivOTed 
by  the  plfuntiff  whether  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit  or  not.  The 
origfinal  rule  5  (bgq  potty  p.  100)  gaye  the  judge  the  widest  possible  discre- 
tion (that  is  judicial  discretion)  as  to  striking  them  out.  The  court  could  not 
in  the  face  of  the  orders  say  that  as  an  inyariable  rule  interrogatories  might 
not  be  delivered  before  the  statement  of  defence :  but  if  the  jmaintiff  did  so 
deliver  them  he  put  upon  the  defendant  the  onus  (and  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  in 
Eade  v.  Jacoba,  3  £z.  D.  p.  837)  of  applying  to  have  them  struck  out :  the 
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judge  tihonld  then  require  of  the  plaintifl  some  reason  for  wanting  the 
answers,  and,  if  the  pIiiintifF  could  not  saj  what  he  wanted  them  for,  the 
judge  might  well  hold  ttiat  the  interrogatories  were  not  bon&  fide  but  for 
the  purpose  of  vexation  or  increasing  costs ;  and  he  could  order  them  to  be 
struck  out  without  violating  the  rules  or  legislating  to  get  rid  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  rules  but  by  properly  exercising  the  powers  given  to  him  by 
rule  6.  See  James,  L.  J.  in  Mereier  v.  Cotton,  1  Q.  S.  D.  pp.  443 — 144 :  and 
see  Hellish,  L.  J.  ibid,  p.  445. 

It  was  not  the  practice  in  the  Ohanoery  Division  to  delay  discovery  by  not 
allowing  the  plaintiff  on  deliveiy  of  his  statement  of  claim  to  deliver  inter- 
rogatories till  the  statement  of  defence  had  been  delivered :  in  an  ordinary 
action  in  the  Chancery  Division  the  interrogatories  justified  themselves: 
Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Harbord  v.  Monk^  9  Oh.  D.  p.  617,  reg^arding  Merei^r  v. 
Cotton  as  limited  to  actions  in  the  nature  of  common  law  actions:  or, 
according  to  Hellish,  L.  J.  in  Jfercier  v.  Cotton,  p.  445,  the  cases  are  more 
frequent  where  they  will  be  allowed,  for  the  plaintiff  may  want  an  answer 
in  order  to  know  how  to  amend  his  claim  and  frame  his  case. 

A  statement  that  a  demurrer  was  intended  to  be  put  in,  there  being  no 
cause  of  action,  would  have  been  a  sufficient  reason  for  not  allowing  the 
interroffatories :  Hellish,  L.  J.  ibid.  So  Wickens,  Y.  C.  in  Carver  v.  Finio 
Leite,  £.  R.  7  Oh.  92,  n.  considered  that  no  order  would  be  made  against  a 
defendant  for  production  before  answer  if  he  intended  to  plead,  or  on  an 
allegation,  supported  by  such  evidence  as  the  circumstances  rendered  neces- 
sary, that  his  answer  when  filed  would  displace  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
production  in  whole  or  in  part. 

In  a  common  law  action  if  a  plaintiff  exhibited  them  with  his  statement 
of  claim  he  must  have  justified  them  under  this  rule :  Harbord  v.  Monk,  9 
Gh.  D.  616.  In  the  majority  of  common  law  actions  it  is  not  possible  to  toll 
whether  interrogatories  are  material  until  defence  delivered.  It  would  be 
useless  to  have  interrogatories  upon  matters  which  would  very  probably  be 
admitted  as  for  instance  in  an  action  for  libel :  Mereier  v.  Cotton,  pp.  444 — 445 : 
and  see  observations  to  the  same  effect  of  Lindley,  L.  J.  in  ^.  O.  v.  Gaskill, 
20  Gh.  D.  p.  530.  The  practice  in  the  common  law  division  was  to  strike 
them  out  as  a  matter  of  course  unless  good  reasons  were  shown  (fraud  for 
instance :  Strong  v.  Tappin)  when  delivered  with  the  claim :  see  Strong  v. 
Tappin,  W.  N.  76,  p.  22 :  and  W.  K.  76,  pp.  54, 55,  56 :  nor  was  liiis  practice 
diaftpproved  of  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (see  ante)  in  Mereier  v.  Cotton,  1  Q.  B.  D. 
pp.  443—445. 

They  were  held  legitimate  in  the  following  cases:  Beat  v.  Filling,  38 
L.  T.  486,  an  action  to  recover  expenses  aUeg^ed  to  have  been  authorized  by 
the  defendant  through  his  solicitors,  where,  the  defendant  having  denied 
their  authority,  the  plaintiff  joined  them  as  defendants  and  before  their 
defence  interrog^ated  them  as  to  their  authority,  and  the  court  refused  to 
strike  them  out  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case :  Acheton  v. 
JSenry,  I.  R.  5  C.  L.  496,  an  action  for  trespass  on  a  fishery  where  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  interrogato  before  defence  as  to  whether  Uie  de- 
fendant or  any  person  authorized  by  him  had  fished,  on  the  ground  that  it 
woxdd  enable  him  to  see  whether  he  should  go  on  with  the  action. 

A  defendant  was  justified  in  delivering  interrogatories  on 
putting  in  his  defence. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  applying  for  leave  beyond  the 
limits  of  time  within  which  interrogatories  could  be  delivered 
without  leave. 

(1)  After  the  dose  of  the  pleadings  (this  restriction  is  not 
in  the  present  rolei  see  ante^  p.  91). 
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The  provinon  appears  to  have  been  mainlj  though  not  ezdasiyely  inserted 
to  meet  the  case  of  a  party  wishing  to  interrogate  after  the  close  of  the 
pleadings :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  LUney  v.  Lotu^bourne,  2  Gh.  D.  p.  705. 

However  oonvenient  it  might  be  to  defer  interrogating  until  after  issue 
joined,  that  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature :  oziIy  therefore  under 
special  circumstances  would  leave  be  given  ^ter  the  pleadings  had  closed : 
London,  %e.  Iwturance  Co,  v.  Davie*,  6  Gh.  D.  775,  where  the  defendant  was 
allowed  to  administer  interrogatories,  but  the  hearing  of  the  action  not  to  be 
postponed  in  the  event  of  the  plaintiff  insufficiently  answering. 

Some  reason  or  explanation  must  have  been  g^ven  though  an  affidavit  was 
not  necessary :  EUia  v.  Amhler,  36  L.  T.  410,  where  the  plsintifF,  after  him- 
self joining  issue,  was  refused  leave,  no  explanation  of  the  delay  being 
gfiven.  It  was  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge  with  which  the  Cuurt 
of  Appeal  would  not  interfere :  ibid. 

In  8u>%r$  v.  Redman,  20  S.  J.  684,  the  plaintiff  having  already  adminis- 
tered interrogatories  which,  from  want  of  sufficient  description  or  identifica- 
tion of  certain  articles  therein  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  unable  fully  to 
answer,  and  having  subsequently  obtained  by  inspection  of  the  defendsjit's 
documents  further  information  in  this  respect,  applied  after  the  dose  of  the 
pleadingn  to  administer  interrogatories  of  the  same  kind  with  a  proper  de* 
scription  of  these  articles,  and  the  Gourt  of  Appeal,  though  disimssmg  tJie 
application  on  the  gfround  that  the  interrogatories  were  too  long,  £d  so 
without  preiudice  to  an  application  for  leave  to  administer  a  simple  interro- 
gatory for  that  purpose. 

Where  the  plaintiff's  allegations  had  been  denied  by  the  defendants  in 
their  defence  the  plaintiff  was  allowed,  after  issue  jomed,  to  inteirogate 
thereto;  MeCorqucdaU  v.  Bell,  W.  N.  76,  p.  39. 

In  a  case  in  equity,  a  defendant  having  filed  a  concise  statement  and  inter* 
rogatories  for  the  pLadntiff's  examination  after  the  latter  had  given  notice  of 
motion  for  decree  and  had  filed  his  affidavits,  proceedings  were  stayed  until 
the  plaintiff  should  put  in  his  answer,  the  delay  not  having  been  excessive : 
Bramber  v.  Came,  L.  K.  2  Eq.  610 :  and  see  poet,  p.  97,  as  to  the  old  chancery 
practice. 

It  may  be  observed  that  until  the  dose  of  the  pleadings  it  is  not  necessarily 
known  what  matters  will  be  in  question.  For  instance  where  a  d^ence 
equivalent  to  an  affirmative  plea  is  put  in,  the  matter  in  the  claim  is  admitted 
for  the  purpose  of  that  particular  defence,  and  therefore  there  is  no  matter 
in  question  (but  seepoj^,  p.  183)  until  the  defence  is  repHed  to  and  the  matter 
therein  put  in  issue.  Suppose  such  a  defence  of  a  release,  how  can  tiie 
plaintiff  be  entitled  to  discovery  until  he  puts  the  release  in  issue  P  See  tills 
point  also  referred  ante,  p.  36,  and  jw«^,  pp.  464,  600. 

(2)  Before  claim  and  defence  respectively. 

As  regards  applications  b^  plaintiffs  and  defendants  for  leave  to  interro- 

fate  before  putting  in  their  statements  respectively  of  daim  or  defence 
essel,  H.  R.  in  Disney  v.  Longboume,  2  Gh.  IJ.  p.  705,  professed  himself  at 
a  loss  to  imagine  the  case  in  which  such  ap^cations  would  be  granted 
although  the  rule  induded  such  cases :  and  accordinglv  he  refused  an  appli- 
cation of  this  nature  by  the  defendants  (executors)  put  forward  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  ignorant  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  claim  (breaches  of  trust 
by  their  testator)  and  could  not  prepare  their  defence  without  information 
from  the  plaintiff.  He  considered  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  a  defence  should 
be  put  in  ignoring  all  the  statements  in  the  plaintiff's  statement  of  claim  and 
claiming  the  benefit  of  everv  defence  open  to  the  defendant,  and  interroga- 
tories delivered  with  the  defence  whidi  in  case  of  necessity  could  be  subse- 
quently amended. 

A  defendant  has  been  allowed  to  have  discovery  before  putting  in  his 
defence  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  he  should  not  maKe  it  an  unde- 
fended action.     In  Hawley  v.  Beade,  W.  ^.  76,  p.  6^  a  common  law  action 
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on  a  bill  of  exchange  sinoe  the  Jad.  Act,  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  inter- 
xogate  as  to  the  oonBlderation  on  this  ground.  And  see  Anon.  20  S.  J.  81, 
referred  to  poat,  p.  161. 

In  common  law  actions  to  recover  monej  the  defendant  would  be  allowed 
according  to  the  old  common  law  practice  to  get  particulars  of  the  sums 
claimed  from  the  plaintiff  before  defence,  and,  if  he  wished  it,  by  the 
machinery  of  interrogatories  (see  as  to  this  post,  p.  452,  and  ante,  p.  91) ;  but 
otherwise  in  a  chancery  action  for  an  account,  for  such  particulars  are  not 
necessary  for  the  defendant  to  frame  his  defence :  Auguatinua  y.  Nerincke,  16 
Ch.  D.  13,  p.  18. 

A  plaintiff  will  rarely  be  allowed  to  interrogate  before  claim  on  general 
principles,  see  ante,  p.  13 :  and  see  pott,  p.  160,  as  to  discovery  of  documents 
at  this  stage.  Leave  has  occasionally  been  given.  In  a  case  in  the  Admi- 
ralty Court,  The  Murillo,  28  L.  T.  374,  cited  ante,  p.  20,  a  plaintiff  was  allowed 
to  interrogate  before  petition  filed. 


(b)  The  old  Chancery  Practice. 

In  chancery  the  suit  was  commenced  by  a  bill :  no  interrogatories  there- 
fore could  be  delivered  before  bill,  before  that  is  to  say  the  plaintiff  had 
stated  his  case.  Further  until  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act,  16  &  16  Vict, 
c.  86,  interrogatories  were  a  part  of  a  bill:  and  were  therefore,  so  far  as 
the  plaintiff  was  concerned,  ex  necessitate  rei  filed  before  the  defence  in  the 
shape  of  the  answer  was  put  in.  By  this  act,  section  10,  it  was  directed  that  \ 
the  interrogatories  should  no  longer  form  part  of  the  bill :  by  section  12  the 
plaintiff  was  authorized  to  file  and  deliver  them  within  a  limited  time  (by 
Ord.  XI.  rr.  3  and  6  in  effect  within  eight  days  after  defendant's  appearance) 
without  leave,  beyond  that  period  only  by  special  leave :  but  here  again  ex 
necessitate  rei  before  the  defence  was  put  in,  the  answer  by  section  14  being 
still  combined  with  the  defence. 

By  section  19  of  the  act  the  defendant  was  (at  his  option  instead  of  the 
old  procedure  of  a  cross  bill  for  discovery^  allowed,  but  not  before  putting  in 
a  sufficient  answer  where  he  was  requirea  to  answer,  to  file  interrogatories 
to  which  should  be  prefixed  a  concise  statement  of  the  subjects  on  which  a 
discoverv  was  sought :  and  though,  as  an  answer  was  deemed  sufficient  until 
exceptea  to,  it  might  be  that  the  interrogatories  would  be  allowed  to  be  filed 
on  putting  in  an  answer,  no  answer  would  be  enforced  from  the  plaintiff 
until  a  limited  time  after  a  defendant  sufficiently  answered  the  exceptions, 
just  as  in  the  case  of  an  answer  to  a  cross  bill  for  discovery. 


(c)  The  Common  Laic  Practice  under  the  C.  L,  P.  Act^  1854. 

At  common  law  the  practice  of  administering  interrogatories  was  intro- 
duced hj  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  sections  51  and  52  (see  App.  Ch.  II.).  Both 
plaintiff  and' defendant  oouliLinUffogate,  but  UL  no  caiie  (as  interpreted  in 
practice  see Day^l?.  Lt.  Kpr804,  thoi^h  the  intention  of  section  61  would 
seem  to  have  beeoi  otherwise,  see  App.  Ch.  II.)  without  the  leave  of  the  court 
or  a  judge,  and  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  merits:  see  section  tiZ-poat, 
App.  Ch.  II.  TDay,  0.  L.  P.  p.  809:  May  v.  Hawkins,  11  Exch.  210  (where 
the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  a  good  cause  of  action  on  the  merits) :  and  see 
the  cases  poet,  p.  98.  The  affidavit  must  have  been  made  by  the  party  and 
his  attorney  or  agent :  but  where  the  party  from  unavoidable  oircimistiEinoes 
could  not  join  in  the  affidavit  the  section  (62)  provided  that  it  might  be  dis- 
pensed with  (but  that  the  party  was  old  and  in  England  was  not  deemed 

D.  H 


98  BK.  I.  CHAP.  IV.  SECT.  It.  (o). 

suffioient  in  an  Lriflh  case,  Adair  ▼.  Simpsony  L.  B.  Ir.  1  0.  L.  678).  Where 
the  par^  sued  in  person  the  attorney's  oonourrence  would  be  dispensed 
with :  Oxlade  v.  IT.  E,  R,  Co.  12  C,  B.  N.  S.  360. 

Under  this  act  the  judges  (in  pursuance  of  the  disoretion 
both  as  to  extent  and  time  which  thej  considered  to  be 
reposed  in  them  to  avoid  the  more  rigid  practioe  in  chancery : 
see  Bechermise  v.  O.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  E.  6  C.  P.  p.  37  and  post^ 
p.  Ill)  only  under  special  circumstances  disclosed  in  a  special 
affidavit  (see  Day,  C.  L.  P.  p.  304,  citing  Martin  v.  Hem- 
ming :  Jones  v.  Pratt :  and  Bechervaise  v.  O,  W.  JR,  Co.) 
cdlowed  a  party  to  interrogate  before  he  had  put  in  his  decla- 
ration or  plea  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  general  plea  and  an  order 
for  particulars,  before  complying  or  attempting  to  comply 
with  the  order,  for  his  defence  was  not  disclosed  by  the 
general  plea :  see  Oourley  v.  Plimsolly  pp.  374 — 375  and  post) 
as  the  case  might  be,  partly  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a 
fundamental  rule  that  a  party  was  not  entitled  to  interrogate 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  see  whether  he  had 
a  case,  but  to  enable  him  to  support  the  case  which  he  had 
put  forward  in  his  declaration  or  plea  or  to  see  if  it  could  be 
supported :  Oourley  v.  Plimsolly  pp.  374,  373  ;  and  see  Atter  v. 
WiUison  :  Morris  v.  Parr^  pp.  206—207 :  and  partly  on  the 
ground  that  (and  especially  before  declaration,  in  which  case 
the  plaintiff  must  show  the  nature  of  his  case  and  clearly 
satisfy  the  court  that  the  interrogatories  were  pertinent :  see 
Croomes  v.  Morrison^  p.  985 :  Day,  C.  L.  P.  p.  304 :  Morris 
V.  Parr)  it  could  not  be  seen  whether  the  inteirogatories 
were  really  relevant :  Oourley  v.  Plimsolly  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  362 : 
Bechermise  v.  O.  W.  jB.  Co,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  36 :  Morris  v.  Parr^ 
6  B.  &  S.  203 :  Croomes  v.  Morrison,  5  E.  &  B.  984 :  Atter  v. 
WiUison,  7  W.  E.  265 :  Martin  v.  Hemming,  10  Exch.  478  : 
Jones  V.  Phtt,  6  H.  &  N.  697 :  30  L.  J.  Ex.  365 :  James  v. 
Barnes,  17  C.  B.  596 :  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  182. 

After  plea  (or  perhaps  even  after  issue  joined  when  their 
relevancy  could  be  better  tested:  see  Oourley  v.  Plimwll, 
p.  372:  Morris  v.  Parr,  pp.  206—207:  Day,  0.  L.  P. 
p.  304)  seems  to  have  been  the  usual  stage  at  which  both 
plaintiff  and   defendant   admixiistered  interrogatories:   see 
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Bechervaise  v.  O.  W.  R.  Co.  pp.  37 — 38  :  James  v.  Barm : 
though  the  rule  (see  poat^  App.  Ch.  H.)  pointed  to  the  time 
of  declaration  for  the  plaintiff  and  of  plea  for  the  defendant : 
Martin  v.  Hemming^  p.  487. 

Leave  would  not  be  granted  for  the  purpose  of  compljring 
with  an  order  or  an  obligation  to  give  particulars :  Oourley 
V.  Plimsoll  (defendant  in  action  for  libel  pleading  justifica- 
tion, see  other  similar  cases  of  discovery  by  a  defendant  in 
support  of  defence  of  justification  posty  pp.  349,  463)  :  Jones 
V.  Piatt  (plaintiff  in  patent  action  bound  to  deliver  particu- 
lars with  his  declaration,  for  he  could  amend  them  after- 
wards, see  as  to  patent  actions  post^  Bk.  III.  Chap.  I.) :  but 
otherwise  where  it  was  sought  for  the  pxirpose  of  complying 
with  an  order  for  further  and  better  particulars :  see  Bram- 
well,  L.  J.  Phillips  v.  Phillips^  4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  131 :  and 
Gourley  v.  PlimsolL  See  as  to  discovery  and  production  of 
documents  before  or  for  the  purpose  of  giving  particulars 
posty  p.  161. 

The  leave  was  to  administer  particular  and  approved  inter- 
rogatories (but  the  court  would  only  lay  down  the  principle 
on  which  they  were  to  be  cdlowed  and  not  settle  the  form  of 
them  or  what  piarticular  ones  should  be  allowed ;  that  must 
be  done  in  chambers :  Zarifi  v.  Thornton^  26  L.  J.  Ex.  214 : 
Alexandra  Dock  Co.  v.  Elliott^  23  L.  T.  p.  848) :  Day, 
0.  L.  P.  308.  This  practice  of  settling  them  in  chambers  does 
not  seem  to  have  worked  well :  the  hurry  of  chambers  never 
allowed  of  sufficient  time  being  given  for  the  judge  to  under- 
stand the  bearing  of  particular  questions :  and  the  applicant 
had  sometimes  to  parade  before  his  opponent  the  hoped-for 
results  of  questions :  see  Day,*  G.  L.  F.  308  preferring  (as  in 
fact  is  the  present  practice,  see  ante,  p.  92)  that  when  the 
judge  was  satisfied  that  the  deUvery  of  some  interrogatories 
was  proper  the  party  should  be  left  to  put  such  questions  as 
he  might  think  fit  and  the  objections  taken  in  answering 
them.  In  chambers  the  judge  would  ask  questions  and  listen 
to  the  statements  and  counter-statements  of  the  parties :  see 
Croomes  v.  Morrison^  p.  985  :  Alexandra  Dock  Co.  v.  Elllotty 

p.  848. 
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III.  As  to  setting  aside  and  striking  out  Interrogatories. 

Ord.  XXXI.  r.  7. — Any  interrogatories  may  be  set  aside 
on  the  ground  that  they  have  been  exhibited  unreasonably 
or  vexatiously  or  struck  out  on  the  ground  that  they  are 
prolix  oppressive  unnecessary  or  scandalous :  and  any  appli- 
cation for  this  purpose  may  be  made  within  7  days  after 
service  of  the  interrogatories. 

Ord.  XXXI.  r.  6. — ^Any  objection  to  answering  any  one 
or  more  of  several  interrogatories  on  the  ground  that  it  or 
they  is  or  are  scandalous  or  irrelevant  or  not  bon&  fide  for  the 
purpose  of  the  cause  or  matter,  or  that  the  matters  inquired 
into  are  not  sufficiently  material  at  that  stage,  or  on  any  other 
ground,  may  be  taken  in  the  affidavit  in  answer. 

[The  old  role  5a.  Any  objection  to  answering  any  one  or  more  of  seyeral 
interrogatories  on  the  ground  that  it  or  they  is  or  are  soandalons  or  irrele- 
vant Or  not  bon&  fide  for  the  purpose  of  the  action,  or  that  the  matters  in- 
quired into  are  not  sufficiently  material  at  that  stage  of  the  action,  or  on 
any  other  ground,  may  be  taken  in  the  affidavit  in  answer.  An  applica- 
tion to  set  aside  these  interrogatories  on  the  ground  that  they  have  been 
exhibited  unreasonably  or  vexatiouslv,  or  to  strike  out  any  interrogatory  or 
interrogatories  on  the  ^^round  that  it  or  they  is  or  are  scandalous,  may  be 
-made  at  chambers  within  4  days  after  service  of  the  interrogatories. 

The  original  rules  5  and  8.  Any  party  called  upon  to  answer  interroga- 
tories whether  by  himself  or  by  any  member  or  officer  may  within  four  days 
after  service  of  the  interrogatories  apply  at  chambers  to  strike  out  any  in- 
terrogatorv  on  the  ground  that  it  is  scandalous  or  irrelevant  or  is  not  put 
bonit  fide  for  the  purpose  of  the  action,  or  that  the  matter  inquired  after  is 
not  sufficiently  matenal  at  that  stage  of  the  action  or  on  any  oUier  (that  is  to 
say  grounds  ejusdem  generis,  not  that  a  judge  might  strike  out  an  interroga- 
tory whenever  he  thought  fit :  Jessel,  M.  B.  Fu^  v.  Owen,  p.  652)  ground. 
And  the  judge  if  satisfied  that  any  interrogatory  is  objectionable  may  order 
it  to  be  stru^  out.  Any  objection  to  answering  any  interrogatory  may  be 
taken  and  the  ground  thereof  stated  in  the  affidavit.] 

As  originally  drawn  Ord.  XXXI.  contained  the  above  two  rules  numbered 
5  and  8 :  but  the  conflict  of  opinion  among  masters  and  judges  as  to  their 
practical  working  was  so  great  that  in  spite  of,  or  perhaps  rather  to  carry 
out  more  dearly,  the  interpretation  put  upon  them  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
two  cases  of  Fisher  v.  Otcen,  8  Ch.  D.  646  and  AUhuaen  v.  Zadoucherey  8 
Q.  B.  B.  657  they  were  repealed,  and  the  above  rule  6a  substituted  for 
fhem. 

The  present  rule  7  as  well  as  the  old  rule  5a  enables  an  ap- 
plication to  be  made  either  to  set  aside  the  interrogatories  alto- 
gether or  to  strike  out  particular  ones.  This  distinction  was 
not  in  terms  pointed  out  in  the  original  rule  6  :  but  after  the 
interpretation  put  upon  it  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  two 
cases  above  referred  to  and  cited  pasty  it  may  be  said  to  have 
been  incorporated  therein. 
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The  onus  is  on  the  party  objecting  to  the  interrogatories 
to  show  what  particular  ones  offend  or  that  the  whole  of  them 
offend  against  the  provisions  of  the  rules :  Allhtiseny.  LaboU' 
cherey  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  665, 

A  party  (under  the  original  rules,  ante)  taking  out  a  sum- 
mons to  strike  out  interrogatories  ought  to  state  in  his 
summons  whether  he  moves  to  set  them  aside  altogether,  or 
to  strike  out  particular  ones  in  which  case  he  must  specify  the 
objectionable  ones,  or  he  may  do  both :  if  not,  the  judge  may 
cdlow  him  to  point  out  the  objectionable  ones  on  the  hearing 
of  the  summons  or  be  has  a  right  to  dismiss  the  summons  or 
send  it  to  be  amended,  or  send  back  the  parties  in  order  that 
the  person  objecting  might  object  to  particular  interrogatories, 
or  he  may  take  out  a  fresh  summons  for  the  purpose  :  ibid, 
pp.  660,  661,  663,  664,  665  :  and  see  the  passages  from  the 
judgments  cited /7oa^,  p.  103. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  (o^nd  see  as  to  the  Divisional  Court 
Gfrumbreeht  v.  Parry ^  cited jw?«^,  p.  108)  will  not  (as  a  rule)  go 
through  a  number  of  interrogatories  to  say  which  can  and 
which  cannot  be  put :  that  is  the  work  of  chambers :  ibid. 
pp.  661,  666  :  and  see  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IX.  Sect.  II. :  but  see 
Orumbrecht  v.  Parry  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  posty  p.  108. 

It  will  review  the  decision  of  the  judge  in  allowing  or  dis- 
allowing any  particular  interrogatories  if  he  is  wrong :  ibid. 
p.  663  :  and  see  Fisher  v.  Otveriy  8  Ch.  D.  p.  652. 

Generally  it  will  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  if  it  has  been  exercised  on  a  right  principle.  And  this 
was  so  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854 :  see  Day,  C.  L.  P. 
pp.  303,  308,  citing  Villeboisnet  v.  Tobiny  L.  E.  4  C.  P.  184, 
and  other  cases  of  that  class  (criminatory) ;  and  see  Morris  v. 
Bethelly  L.  E.  4  C.  P.  768 :  and  antey  p.  99,  and  posty  p.  319. 

The  application  must  be  made  within  seven  days:  see 
rule  7,  ante. 

(a)  As  to  setting  aside  Interrogatories, 

Interrogatories  will  only  be  set  aside  where  they  should 
not  have  been  delivered  at  all;  where  therefore  leave  has 
been  obtained  to  interrogate,  they  cannot  be  set  aside,  and 
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the  only  application  that  can  be  made  is  to  strike  out  par- 
ticular interrogatories  on  the  grounds  specified  in  the  rule 
(see  post  (b) ) :  McHroy  v.  Duncan^  W.  N.  84,  p.  48. 

The  necessity  under  the  present  rule  1,  see  ante^  p.  90,  of 
applying  for  leave  to  deliver  interrogatories  in  all  actions 
except  those  where  relief  is  sought  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or 
breach  of  trust  renders  this  provision  for  setting  them  aside  of 
less  importance  than  imder  the  old  rules,  and  more  especially 
so  in  view  of  the  enlarged  power  of  the  judge  to  strike  out 
particular  interrogatories,  s&Qpost  (b). 

They  may  be  set  aside  if  they  have  been  exhibited  un* 
reasonably  or  vexatiously  :  see  the  role  ante^  p.  100. 

In  Oay  v.  Laboueherey  4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  207,  FoUook,  B. 
considered  these  words  ^'exhibited  unreasonably  or  vexa- 
tiously "  to  refer  rather  to  the  stage  of  the  action  at  which 
the  interrogatories  were  exhibited  than  to  impropriety  or 
irrelevance.  This  construction  is  certainly  too  narrow,  al- 
though it  is  on  this  interpretation  of  the  words  that  in 
common  law  actions  interrogatories  delivered  with  the  state- 
ment of  claim  used  to  be  set  aside :  see  Mercier  v.  Cottony 
antCf  p.  95.  It  is  impossible  to  restrict  the  meaning  of  the 
words  in  this  way.  They  are  vague  and  in  all  probability 
intentionally  vague  in  order  to  confer  a  very  wide  discretion 
upon  the  judge.  The  extracts  given  post  from  the  judg- 
ments of  members  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  two  cases 
of  Fisher  v.  Otcen  and  Allhmen  v.  Labouchere  lay  down  as 
definitely  as  is  possible  the  principles  on  which  the  courts 
should  exercise  their  discretionary  powers  in  this  respect. 

In  Fisher  v.  Owen*  p.  652,  Jessel,  M.  E.  says  " I  am  far 
from  saying  that  where  the  great  majority  of  interrogatories 
are  open  to  objection  the  judge  is  not  at  liberty  to  order 
them  all-  to  be  struck  out  leaving  the  plaintiff  to  put  in  new 
ones  free  from  objection.  I  think  that  in  such  a  case  he  is 
not  bound  to  go  through  them  and  to  see  what  small  portions 
^of  them  ought  to  remcdn  but  may  properly  exercise  his 


•  Both  this  oase  and  AUhusm  y.  Zabouehert  were  decided  under  the  original 
roles,  fleeow^. 
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difiGretion  by  fiiariking  them  all  out  giving  the  plaintiff  liberty 
to  set  the  matter  right.  But  that  should  only  be  done  where 
the  bulk  of  the  inteirogatories  is  objectionable  or  where  the 
objectionable  interrogatories  are  so  intermingled  with  the 
others  that  it  is  difficult  to  separate  them."  In  the  other 
case,  Allhmen  v.  Laboucherey  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  658,  James,  L.  J. 
said :  ''  A  judge  is  under  the  existing  system  not  called  upon 
to  refuse  or  cdlow  interrogatories  en  bloc,  but  the  party 
administers  at  his  own  risk  such  interrogatories  as  he  thinks 
he  ought  to  have  answered.  The  person  to  whom  the  inter- 
rogatories are  administered  may  decline  to  answer  them  if 
they  are  irrelevant  or  for  any  cause  which  according  to  the 
law  of  England  entitles  him  not  to  answer.  Also  he  is 
enabled  to  do  this  :  if  the  interrogatories  are  open  to  objec- 
tion under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  5  because  they  are  either  irrelevant 
or  not  administered  bon&  fide  or  for  any  other  cause  of  that 
kind,  he  may  take  out  a  summons  to  strike  out  the  interro- 
gatories which  are  objectionable  pointing  out  as  it  appears  to 
me  those  which  are  objectionable.  That  seems  to  me  the 
proper  course  and  when  the  judge  who  disposed  of  these 
interrogatories  in  the  first  instance  disposed  of  them  because 
he  said  they  were  thrown  at  him  en  bloc  and  he  would  not 
take  on  himself  to  dissect  the  mass  he  appears  to  me  with  all 
due  deference  to  have  applied  the  objection  to  the  wrong 
party.  The  person  who  had  thrown  the  matter  at  him  en 
bloc  was  the  person  who  had  called  upon  him  to  strike  them 
all  out  and  who  had  not  taken  the  trouble  to  go  through 
them  and  reduce  into  words  or  form  those  objections  which 
he  with  the  assistance  of  his  attorney  and  counsel  had  found 
or  supposed  he  had  found.  I  can  conceive  a  case  such  that 
the  whole  thing  or  the  great  mass  of  it  was  so  utterly  irrele- 
vant, so  utterly  outside  the  matter  in  litigation  that  upon  the 
mere  look  of  them  the  judge  could  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  interrogatories  were  not  bon&  fide  and  were  not 
delivered  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  real  discovery  as  to  the 
substance  of  the  action  and  by  way  of  supporting  the  def  enc^ 
to  the  action.  In  such  a  case  the  judge  would  be  right  in 
saying  ^  The  whole  thing  is  an  abuse,  ti^e  back  your  inteiro- 
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gatories  and  reform  them : '  it  is  much  simpler  to  do  that 
than  to  put  your  adversary  to  make  his  objections."  See 
also  Orumhrecht  v.  Parry ^  cited  post^  p.  108. 

In  Caicley  v.  Burton^  32  W.  R.  33,  interrogatories  were 
struck  out  en  bloc  as  unnecessary  and  vexatious,  though  some 
might  be  good,  with  liberty  to  deliver  reasonable  and  proper 
ones.     See  also  Orumhrecht  v.  Parry ^  cited  jdos^,  p.  108. 

See  also  poat^  p.  298,  as  to  the  objection  of  expense  in- 
convenience or  trouble  to  discovery  not  clearly  material  at 
the  stage  at  which  it  is  sought. 

At  oommoxi  law  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  though  it  was  the  praotioe 
to  give  leaye  to  deliver  i>articnlar  interrogatories  and  for  this  purpose  to 
aetue  them  if  necessary  (at  chambers  not  in  court  see  ante,  pp.  99,  101), 
neither  the  court  nor  a  ^udge  would  take  the  trouble  to  settle  interrogatories 
drawn  carelessly  and  with  latitude  of  inquiry  as  to  time  and  place  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  judge  would  cut  them  down,  nor  pick  out  one  or  two 
which  might  be  put  and  reject  all  the  others :  in  such  cases  they  were  dis- 
allowed or  sent  back  to  be  reformed :  see  Rohwn  y.  Crawley,  2  H.  &  N.  766  : 
FhiUips  T.  Lewin,  34  L.  J.  37 :  Tupling  v.  Ward^  6  H.  &  N.  749,  p.  753 : 
30  L.  J.  Ex.  222 :  but  see  Alexandra  Dock  Co,  v.  Elliott,  23  L.  T.  p.  848, 
considering  that  these  cases  laid  down  too  strict  a  rule  for  chambers. 

It  may  be  observed  here  that  an  interrogatory  the  answer 
to  which  may  criminate  the  interrogated  party,  if  relevant  to 
the  matters  in  question,  is  not  "  objectionable "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  word  as  used  in  the  above  passages :  it  need 
not  be  answered:  but  the  objection  to  answer  it  on  this 
ground  must  be  taken  in  the  answer :  Allhmen  v.  Lahoucherej 
3  Q.  B.  D.  654 :  FUIuir  v.  Owen^  8  Ch.  D.  645 :  and  see 
further  post^  p.  317. 

In  Mansfield  v.  Childerhousey  4  Ch.  D.  83  (cited  posty 
p.  113),  interrogatories  were  struck  out  imder  the  original 
rule  5  as  wholly  irrelevant  and  an  abuse.  In  Anon,  W.  N. 
76,  p.  39,  they  were  struck  out  as  being  wholly  irrelevant, 
without  prejudice  to  any  fresh  ones  being  delivered. 

See  posty  p.  Ill,  as  to  the  practice  of  interrogating  to 
every  allegation  in  the  pleadings,  which  might  be  dealt  with 
imder  this  provision. 
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(b)  As  to  striking  out  particular  Intei^rogatones. 

Interrogatories  may  be  struck  out  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  prolix  oppressive  unnecessary  or  scandalous :  see  rule  7, 
antCy  p.  100. 

Under  the  old  rule  5a  (see  antCy  p.  100)  it  will  be 
observed  that  they  could  only  be  struck  out  if  they  were 
scandalous. 

(1)  Scandal, 

Scandal  or  impertdnence  (see  as  to  iinpertinenoe  potty  pp.  122,  117)  were 
well-known  terms  in  the  old  Court  of  Uhanoerj :  Fither  y.  Owen^  8  Gh.  D. 
p.  652. 

Any  proceeding  before  the  court  might  be  objected  to  for  scandal,  and  the 
scandalous  matter  expunged :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  290,  296 :  or  even  the  docu- 
ment containing  it  taken  off  the  file :  Goddard  v.  Farr^  24  L.  J.  Oh.  783 : 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  296. 

Scandal  consists  in  the  allegation  of  anything  which  is  unbecoming  the 
dignity  of  the  court  to  hear  or  is  contrary  to  good  manners  or  which  charges 
some  person  with  a  crime  not  necessary  to  be  shown  in  the  cause :  Wyatt*8 
P.  R.  383 :  to  which  may  be  added  that  any  unnecessary  (not  relevant  to  the 
subject,  £x  parte  Simpson,  p.  477)  allegation  bearing  cruelly  upon  the  moral 
character  of  an  individual  is  also  scandalous :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  290,  referring 
to  Ex  parte  Simpaon,  15  Yes.  476. 

A  question  cannot  be  put  to  a  party  merely  because  the  answer  may  dis- 
credit him.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  witness  whose  evidence  the  jury  is 
asked  to  disbelieve  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not  a  person  worthy  of  credit : 
AllhtuenY.  Labouehere^  3  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  661,  666.  You  cannot  examine  a  party 
as  you  may  a  witness :  Finch  v.  Fineh^  2  Yes.  p.  493.    A  person  cannot  be 


interrogated  upon  every  matter  upon  which  ne  can  be  cross-examined: 
Shewardy.  Zonsdale,  6  C.  P.  D.  p.  49  :  and  see  Whateley  v.  Crowter^  5  £.  &  B. 

S.  712,  and  pott,  p.  113.  By  rule  1  (see  ante,  p.  91)  **  interrogatories  which 
o  not  relate  to  any  matters  in  question  in  the  cause  or  matter  shall 
be  deemed  irrelevant  notwithstanding  that  they  might  be  admissible  on  the 
oral  cross-examination  of  a  witness.'^ 

Nothing  can  be  scandalous  which  is  relevant :  Fisher  y.  Oufen,  8  Ch.  D.  p. 
653  :  lord  St.  John  y.  Zadi/  St.  John,  11  Yes.  p.  639.  Interrogatories  though 
tending  to  criminate  or  discredit  the  party  interrogated  are  not  scandalous  if 
they  are  pertinent  and  material  to  the  case  which  the  interrogating  party  is 
setung  up :  Fisher  y.  Owen,  8  Ch.  D.  p.  661.  Because  an  answer  strongly 
reflects  it  is  not  to  be  called  scandalous  if  material  and  relevant  to  the  justice 
of  the  cause :  Cojln  v.  Cooper,  6  Yes.  614  :  and  see  Fenhoulet  v.  Fassavant,  2 
Yes.  23.  The  grossest  charges  of  fraud  have  frequently  had  to  be  made  in 
equity,  for  instenoe  in  bills  to  set  aside  deeds  for  fraud :  ibid, :  of  forging  a 
bill  or  deed :  see  Allhusen  y.  Zabouehere,  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  660. 

If  anything  is  scandalous  it  must  be  impertinent:  but  it  may  be  im- 
pertinent without  being  scandalous :  Fenhoulet  v.  Fassavant,  and  see  Everett 
y.  Frytheryeh,  post. 

The  sole  question  is  whether  the  matter  alleged  to  be  scandalous  has 
a  tendency  or  in  other  words  would  be  admissible  in  evidence  to  show 
the  truth  of  any  allegation  in  the  biU  that  is  material  with  reference  to  the 
relief  that  is  prayed:  Lord  Selbome  in  Christie  y.  Christie,  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
p.  503,  where  the  scandalous  allegation  was  that  die  defendant  had  been 
charged  in  a  i)olice  court  for  defrauding  by  false  cheques. 

In  Faker  v.  Newton,  W.  N.  76,  p.  8,  interrogatories  put  for  the  purpose  of 
shaking  the  plaintiff's  character  were  struck  out. 
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In  a  suit  to  impeach  a  will  ag  having  been  obtained  bj  improper  inflnenee 
it  was  held  not  impertinent  and  therefore  not  scandalous  to  allege  and  inter- 
rogate to  cohabitation  between  the  testator  and  defendant :  Anon.  1  M.  & 
C.  78:  Evant  v.  Owenf  6  L.  J.  Gh.  74.  An  irrelevant  allegation  by  a  husband 
against  his  wife  of  adultery  was  expunged :  Butrte  v.  Bsarse^  22  W.  B.  69 : 
BO  charges  of  fraud  irrelevant  to  the  issue :  Atwool  v.  Ferrier,  14  W.  R.  1014: 
see  also  Millington  v.  Lorinff  6  Q.  B.  I).  190,  an  action  for  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage  where  it  was  held  not  scandalous  to  charge  seduction,  &c.  in 
the  claim :  Fortamouth  v.  FellowSy  5  Madd.  450,  suit  by  cestui  que  trust  for 
removal  of  a  trustee  imputing  misconduct  and  corrupt  motives :  Everett  v. 
Frytherychy  12  Sim.  366,  suit  against  an  executrix  and  her  husband  for  re- 
ceiver and  injunction  charg^g  drunken  and  disorderly  habits:  Fisher  v.  Otoen, 
8  Gh.  D.  646,  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  gift  made  by  deceased  charging 
tbat  the  instructions  and  its  execution  were  procured  while  ^e  was  in  a  state 
of  stupor  produced  by  narcotic  drugs,  where  the  Court  of  Appeal  reversing 
Bacon,  Y.  0.  refused  to  strike  out  as  scandalous  (under  orifmal  rule  5)  in- 
terrogatories in  detailed  support  of  the  charge,  considering  l£em  (see  p.  663) 
to  be  relevant  and  put  bon&  fide  for  the  purpose  of  the  case :  Edmunds  v. 
Brougham,  12  Jur.  K.  S.  166 :  A,  v.  B.  8  tfur.  N.  S.  1141 :  C&yle  v.  Cummin, 
40  L.  T.  466. 


(2)  Prolix — oppremve — unnecessary. 

These  words  were  not  in  the  old  rule  5a. 

See  as  to  oppressive  discovery,  post^  pp.  298 — 299. 

In  equity  the  court  woidd  not  relieve  the  party  from  his 
obligation  to  put  in  a  full  answer  merely  because  an  inter- 
rogatory which  could  not  be  said  to  be  actually  irrelevant 
(see  ante^  p.  17,  as  to  the  latitude  with  which  questions  of 
immateriaUty  were  dealt  with)  was  prolix  or  unnecessary. 
The  only  way  of  dealing  with  such  a  case  was  by  making  the 
party  who  insisted  on  the  discovery  pay  the  costs  of  it  at  the 
termination  of  the  suit :  see  Hoffman  v.  Postil^  L.  E.  7  Ch. 
p.  678 :  unless  in  the  case  of  a  bill  of  discovery,  in  which  the 
plaintiff  had  in  every  case  to  pay  the  defendant's  costs  on  his 
putting  in  his  answer,  and  where  therefore  it  was  for  the 
plaintiff  to  jidge  of  the  materiality :  see  Bishop  of  London  v. 
Fytchey  1  B.  0.  C  p.  98.  "Where  however  an  interrogatory 
was  useless  or  nonsensical :  Naut  v.  Scott^  3  Pri.  p.  493  :  or 
entirely  useless  and  an  answer  would  have  entailed  expense 
and  trouble :  Oray  v.  Bateman^  21  W.  R.  p.  138 :  an  answer 
would  not  have  been  compelled :  and  see  Simpson  v.  Charles^ 
icorth,  15  Jur.  714 :  and  see  further  as  to  the  objection  of 
expense  and  trouble  post^  p.  298. 

Under  the  old  rule  5a  (see  ante,  p.  100)  there  was  no 
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provifidon  for  Btriking  out  any  portioular  interrogatories  as 

being  prolix  oppressive  or  unneoessary :  unless  therefore  the 

interrogatories  as  a  whole   could   be    set    aside  as  being 

exhibited  unreasonably  or  yexatiously  any  objection  on  those 

grounds  must  have  been  taken  in  the  answer :  see  rule  Sa, 

antey  p.  100.     Objections  of  this  nature  were  not,  however, 

often  raised  in  the  answer :  and  the  only  other  remedy  was 

by  visiting  the  other  party  with  the  costs  under  Ord.  XXXI. 

r.  2 :  and  Add.  Eules,  Spec.  All.  18  (see  poatj  p.  116) :  a 

.;^"^dy  however    which  was    very  sparingly  used.      This 

*.'    V  is   still   open  under  the  present  rule  3  (in  effect 

.-"^  N^as  the  old  rule  2,  see  past^  p.  116),  and  Ord.  LXV. 

\  corresponding  to  Add.  Bules,  Spec.  All.  18:  see 
'  *  ^ '         \knd  other  rules  as  to  costs  postf  sect.  5  :  askdpoetf 

Gh.  YIU.    But  the  provision  for  striking  out  in- 
f  ^^atories  of  this  character  is,  if  it  can  be  satisfactorily 

^  %orked,  undoubtedly  a  more  effective  remedy. 

\  The  old  chanceiy  practice  of  interrogating  as  a  matter  of 

course  to  every  single  allegation  in  the  statement  of  claim 
without  regard  to  the  question  whether  it  is  reasonable  or 
not  that  discovery  should  be  asked  for  as  to  those  facts,  which 
was  held  improper  under  the  old  rules,  and  could  have  been 
dealt  with  as  a  question  of  costs  imder  the  old  rules :  see  A.  G, 
V.  Oaskillj  20  Gh.  D.  pp.  626,  529  (a  more  drastic  remedy 
being  there  anticipated) :  may  no  doubt  be  dealt  with  under 
this  provision :  and  jhw^,  p.  449. 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  amount  of  the  deposit  to  be  made 
under  nde  26  varies  with  the  length  of  the  interrogatories : 
see  as  to  the  deposit  poai^  Bk.  III.  Ch.  YUI.  Sect.  II. 

^^  Unnecessary  "  does  not  mean  ''  irrelevant "  :  if  an  inter- 
rogatory is  unnecessary  because  it  is  irrelevant,  the  objection 
must  be  taken  in  the  answer :  Wllroy  v.  JOwncan^  W.  N.  84, 
p.  48  :  and  see  ante^  p.  92. 

See  Qrumbrecht  v.  Parry  (cited  poii,  p.  459)  where  ten 
interrogatories  out  of  twelve  were  struck  out  under  this  rule : 
see  also  Clarke  v.  Bennetty  posiy  p.  470. 

The  court  will  not  settle  interrogatories  which  fall  within 
this  provision :  it  will  not  go  through  them  and  dissect  the 
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good  from  the  bad  parts :  Pollock,  B.  Grumhrecht  v.  Parry^ 
49  L.  T.  p.  571  (in  the  diylsional  court) :  and  see  ante^ 
p.  104 :  however  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  this  case  (see 
post,  p.  459),  being  considered  merely  prolix,  they  were  cut 
down  to  what  was  legitimate,  and  the  plaintiff  was  allowed 
to  have  them  as  so  altered  without  going  back  to  chambers. 

It  may  be  noted  that  where  an  interrogatory  is  unreason- 
ably wide  it  need  not  be  answered  in  full :  see  poaty  p.  121. 


IV.  As  to  the  Objectiona  which  can  be  taken  in  the  Anatcer. 

An  objection  may  be  made  to  answering  an  interrogatory 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  scandalous  irrelevant  not  bon&  fide  for 
the  purpose  of  the  cause  or  matter  not  sufBciently  material  at 
that  stage  of  the  action  or  on  any  other  groimd :  see  rule  6, 
ante,  p.  100  :  and  see  the  old  rules,  ante,  p.  100. 

In  Voysey  v.  Cox,  W.  N.  76,  p.  12,  Lindley,  J.  was  of 
opinion  that  the  original  rule  8  (see  ante,  p.  100)  was  in- 
tended to  do  away  with  the  technicality  of  answering  fully 
if  at  all.  That  this  technicality  has  no  application  under  the 
present  procedure  is  clear :  but  that  this  was  the  intention  of 
the  rule  may  be  doubted.  Its  purport  (and  equally  that  of 
the  present  rule  6)  seems  rather  to  be  analogous  to  that  of 
the  old  chancery  rule  4  of  Consolidated  Order  XV.  which 
enabled  objections  to  discovery  (not  objections  to  relief) 
which  might  have  been  taken  by  demurrer  to  be  taken  in  the 
answer :  Morgan,  4th  ed.  pp.  453 — 454 :  Mason  v.  Wakeman, 
2  Ph.  516,  p.  519 :  (that  is  to  say  a  party  could  not  decline 
answering  a  particular  iuterrogatory  on  the  ground  that  the 
bill  was  open  to  a  general  demurrer :  see  ibid, :  and  Dan.  Ch. 
Pr.  627). 

If  fresh  facts  are  relied  on  as  reasons  for  not  answering  an 
interrogatoiy  they  should  be  set  out :  but  if  the  objection  is 
a  mere  matter  of  argument  and  not  a  statement  of  new  facts 
and  the  judge  sees  that  the  answer  is  sufficient,  he  is  quite 
right  in  refusing  to  require  a  person  to  state  his  objection. 
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tbls  being  the  old  rule  in  chanoery  whioh  is  not  altered: 
lindley,  J.  in  Smith  v.  Berg,  36  L.  T.  471,  p.  472:  26 
W.  E.  606.  Where  an  interrogatory  or  part  of  it  is  irrele- 
vant no  reason  need  be  given :  Smith  v.  Berg  (diss.  Gtrove,  J.) : 
Church  V.  Perri/f  36  L.  T.  613,  following  Smith  v.  Berg. 
Under  the  modem  chancery  practice  the  party  must  have 
stated  his  reason  for  refusing  to  answer  any  relevant  inter- 
rogatory: Wickens,  V.  0.  in  Grai/  v.  Bateman,  21  W.  E, 
p.  138. 

The  party's  oath  for  the  purpose  of  the  claim  to  protection 
is  conclusive,  unless  the  court  is  clearly  or  positively  satisfied 
from  certain  other  sources  that  it  cannot  be  made  available 
for  this  purpose,  that  though  the  claim  is  good  in  law  the 
facts  cannot  be  such  as  to  justify  the  claim,  and  this  whether 
the  mis-statement  has  been  made  deliberately  or  per  in- 
curiam:  on  grounds  of  this  kind  alone  can  his  claim  be 
falsified,  his  oath  disregarded,  the  answer  held  insufficient 
under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  11,  and  a  further  answer  ordered: 
see  Lt/ell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  post,  p.  392) :  (and  see  postj 
pp.  219,  236,  citing  Bmces  v.  Fernie :  and  post,  p.  603,  as 
to  disregarding  the  party's  claim  to  protection  against  pro- 
duction) :  and  in  particular  Cotton,  L.  J.  distinguishing 
between  an  order  for  a  further  affidavit  of  documents  which 
the  court  will  make  on  mere  suspicion  (see  post,  p.  211), 
and  an  order  for  a  further  answer  to  an  interrogatory. 
Qu.  whether  in  any  case  the  party  would  be  allowed  to  file 
an  affidavit  to  explain  the  circumstances,  see  Li/ell  v. 
Kennedy:  as  in  the  case  of  production  of  documents  for 
which  protection  has  been  insufficiently  claimed,  see  post, 
p.  231.  The  sources  into  which  the  court  may  look  for 
the  purpose  of  displacing  the  party's  assertions  are  the 
answer  itself,  docimients  made  part  of  the  answer  (qu.  as  to 
documents  scheduled  in  the  affidavit  of  documents,  see  ibid. 
Cotton,  L.  J.),  the  nature  of  the  thing  or  subject-matter  as 
regards  which  protection  is  claimed,  the  facts  of  the  case : 
see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy :  and  see  as  to  the  sources  into  which 
the  court  may  look  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  sufficiency 
of  an  affidavit  of  documents,  post,  p.  216  :  and  of  testing  the 
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partT's  olaim  to  protection  against  produotiony  post^  p.  503. 
The  best  course  for  the  interrogating  party  to  take  where 
he  thinks  that  his  opponent  has  answered  hastily  or  loosely 
or  imtmthfully  is  to  apply  for  leave  to  interrogate  the 
adversary  specifically  on  the  points :  see  Bowen,  L.  J.  in 
Lyell  V.  Kennedy :  and  see  post^  p.  133. 

In  Lyell  y.  Kennedy  the  defendant  refused  to  answer  interrogatories  as  to 
certain  searches  and  inquiries  he  had  made  on  the  gpround  that  they  came 
within  the  scope  of  the  rule  of  professional  privilegpe :  and  the  plaintiff 
sought  by  admissions  in  the  answer,  by  documents  referred  to  in  the  inter- 
rogatories and  answers  and  documents  scheduled  in  the  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments to  falsify  the  claim  to  protection :  it  was  held  that  they  only  raised  a 
case  of  suspicion  at  the  utmost. 

A  party  who  had  a  ground  for  refusing  to  answer  was  not 
precluded  from  availing  himself  of  that  ground  because  he 
had  not  applied  to  have  the  interrogatory  struck  out,  his 
right  to  decline  answering  being  expressly  reserved  to  him 
by  the  8th  rule  (the  original  rule,  see  ante^  p.  100) :  Cotton, 
L.  J.  in  Fisher  v.  Otcen^  8  Ch.  D.  p.  664,  removing  the  doubt 
expressed  by  Baggallay,  L.  J.  in  Saunders  v.  Jones^  7  Ch.  D. 
435.     And  so  now :  "  on  any  other  ground." 

See  as  to  "  scandalous  "  antCy  Section  III.  sub-section  (a) : 
"  not  bon&  fide  "  ante,  p.  103 :  and  posty  p.  308 :  "  not  suffi- 
ciently material  at  that  stage  *'  ante,  pp.  24 — 27 :  "  irrele- 
vant "  post,  sub-section  (a) :  "  on  any  other  ground  "  posty 
sub-section  (b). 


(a)  Immateriality  or  Irrelevancy, 

See  antey  p.  16,  generally  as  to  the  materiality  of  dis« 
oovery. 

The  materiality  of  a  question  must  in  some  cases  be  tested 
by  the  consideration  whether  if  it  be  answered  in  a  particular 
way  it  would  be  material  to  the  case  of  the  party  seeking 
discovery :  see  Chadunck  v.  Chadwicky  22  L.  J.  Ch.  p.  330 : 
A.  G.  V.  Corp.  Londony  2  H.  &  T.  p.  22 :  and  see^w*^,  p.  466. 

See  antey  p.  18,  as  to  another  test  of  materiality  which 
must  sometimes  be  applied. 
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As  to  the  old  ohancery  practice : 

It  has  been  seen  ante,  pp.  17)  31,  and  see  also  pott,  p.  299,  that  it  was 
not  the  oustoxn  for  the  oonrt  to  relieve  the  party  from  his  obligation  to  put 
in  a  fall  answer  on  the  ground  of  immaterialitj  unless  the  cusooverj  was 
olearlj  immatezial  or  was  oppressiye. 

The  old  praotioe  in  ohancery*  was  that  each  interrogfatory  should  be 
founded  on  a  speoifio  allegfation  or  charge :  Bedes.  PI.  45  :  Wi^.  PI.  190  : 
Madd.  ii.  210 :  X>an.  Ch.  Fir.  407.  In  fact  interrogfatories  consisted  of  the 
statements  and  charges  in  the  bill  turned  into  the  form  of  questions.  A 
Tariety  of  questions  however  might  be  founded  on  a  single  allegation  in  the 
bill  if  relevant  to  it:  Bedes.  PI.  45:  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  407.  If  a  distinct  fact 
was  alleged  everything  incidental  to  it  might  be  asked  as  how  when  &o, : 
Bullock  V.  Eiehardaon^  1 1  Yes.  p.  376.  Thus  where  it  was  charged  generally 
that  consideration  was  or  was  not  paid  interrog^atories  might  be  put  adung 
when  and  where  it  was  paid  and  as  to  all  the  droumstances  necessaiy  to 
make  out  whether  or  not  it  was  paid :  Faulder  v.  Stuart,  11  Ves.  pp.  301 — 302: 
and  see  QirdUstone  v.  North  British  Co,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  197 :  Wihon  v.  Ham- 
mondy  L.  B.  8  Eq.  323 :  IPGarel  v.  Moon,  L.  B.  10  £q.  22.  Although  then 
the  plaintiff  might  ask  all  questions  necessary  to  make  out  a  general  allega- 
tion in  the  bill  it  was  even  down  to  recent  times  the  common  practice  to  make 
the  interrogatories  an  exact  echo  of  the  stating  and  charging  part  of  the  bill : 
Dan.  Ch.  fr.  408.  But  after  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act,  15  &  16  Vict. 
c.  86,  it  was  held  not  necessary  to  make  imaginary  or  fictitious  allegations, 
the  plaintiff  having  no  knowledge  on  which  to  found  them,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  founding  interrogatories  upon  them :  Marsh  v.  Keith,  I  Dr.  &  Sm. 
842:  M'Garel  v.  Moon:  Hudson  v.  Orenfell,  3  Qiff.  388:  Dan.  Ch.  P.  408. 
Under  the  old  chanoery  practice  the  question  in  reality  was  not  whether  the 
interrogatory  was  relevant  to  the  bill  but  whether  the  allegation  in  the  bill 
on  which  the  intenogatoi^  was  founded  was  relevant  to  the  general  nature 
of  the  oase  made  by  the  bill. 

Under  the  present  procedure  this  practice  of  turning  the 
pleading  into  interrogatories  is  in  the  first  place  practically 
impossible,  the  pleading  itself  being  a  mere  skeleton  in  most 
cases,  and  in  the  second  place  so  far  as  it  might  be  possible 
is  generally  improper :  see  antey  p.  107. 

The  common  law  practice  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act : 

Under  the  common  law  system  of  pleadings  the  issues  were  only  stated  in 
the  most  general  form,  and  it  was  impossible  to  tell  from  die  pleadings  what 
were  the  material  facts  in  dispute  on  which  the  rights  of  the  parties  did  or 
would  turn.  If  therefore  the  relevancy  of  the  interrogatories  was  to  be  de- 
termined solely  by  reference  to  the  issues  thus  generally  stated  it  is  obvious 
that  there  would  be  practically  no  limit  to  the  ground  which  they  mieht 
cover.  It  was  necessary  therefore  that  there  ^ould  be  some  interposition 
between  the  applicant  and  the  person  who  might  have  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
proceedings :  and  this  was  supplied  by  the  necessity,  (1)  of  applyiag  for  the 
leave  of  the  judge  who  would  exercise  his  discretion  in  determming  to  what 
extent  and  at  what  time  interrogatories  should  be  allowed,  and  (2)  of  stating 
in  the  affidavit  necessary  to  be  filed  on  such  application,  see  ante,  p.  97  (or 
orally  to  the  judge  in  chambers),  the  object  with  whidi  the  interrogatories 
were  put  and  the  case  intended  to  be  set  up  :  see  Beehervaise  v.  0.  W,  B,  Co, 


*  See  as  to  the  test  of  relevan^  of  a  defendant's  interrogatories  and 
concise  statement  section  19  of  the  (^lancery  Ftooedure  Act,  ante,  p.  13. 
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L.  B.  6  0.  P.  p.  37 :  Alexandra  Dock  Co,  v.  EUtott,  23  L.  T.  pp.  847—848 : 
Croome*  y.  Morrison,  6  E.  &  B.  p.  985 :  pott,  p.  461 :  and  see  ante,  p.  99, 
as  to  the  objectioofi  to  this  practice. 

In  Alexandra  Dock  Co.  v.  Elliott,  p.  848,  Willes,  J.  considered  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  judge  to  see  that  the  interrogatories  were  useful  as  well  as 
relevant  to  the  particular  case  sot  up  or  intended  to  be  set  up.  So  the  same 
judge  in  Bechervaiee  y.  O.  W.  E.  Co.  p.  37,  held  that  it  waa  not  sufficient 
foundation  for  an  application  for  leave  to  administer  interrogatories  that  the 
matter  as  to  which  the  opposite  partj  was  sought  to  be  interrogated  was 
relevant  to  some  issue  In  the  cause,  the  discretion  of  the  judge  being  inter • 
posed  spedaUj  to  avoid  the  rigid  piiictice  in  chancery. 

Brett,  L.  J.  in  Sill  v.  Cam^ll,  L.  B.  10  0.  P.  p.  236,  considered  any  in- 
terrogatories allowable  which  were  prim^  facie  material  and  in  support  of 
the  applicant's  case  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  fair  and  just. 

In  the  Admiralty  Court,  to  which  the  provisions  as  to  discovery  in  the 
G.  L.  P.  Acts  applied,  PhiUimore,  J.  decided  to  follow  the  equity  rather 
than  the  common  law  practice  which  he  considered  conflicting,  and  to  allow 
all  interrogatories  which  tended  bonH  fide  to  support  the  applicant's  case  and 
to  favour  a  complete  inquiry  into  the  truth  of  uie  issue  which  the  court  had 
to  decide:  The  Mary,  L.  B.  2  A.  &  £.  319,  pp.  321—322.  See  as  to  the 
admiralty  practice  poet,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IH. 

Under  the  present  praotioe  though  the  judge  does  not  (see 
antey  Section  I.)  in  giving  leave  to  deliver  interrogatories 
determine  to  what  extent  thej  shall  be  allowed  according  to 
the  practice  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act  (see  ante)^  and  which 
worked  very  badly,  see  ante^  p.  99 :  it  is  open  to  apply  to 
have  them  struck  out  as  unnecessary,  see  antey  pp.  106 — 108 
(but  unnecessary  does  not  mean  irrelevant :  Mcllray  v.  Duncariy 
ante  J  p.  107)  as  well  as  to  take  the  objection  in  the  answer. 

The  very  attenuated  form  to  which  pleadings  have  been 
reduced  under  the  new  rules  may  result  in  the  same  difficulty 
which  was  felt  at  common  law  in  judging  of  the  relevancy  of 
a  particular  question :  see  ante. 

In  Sheward  v.  Lonsdale,  42  L.  T.  p.  173,  Brett,  L.  J.  con- 
sidered that  interrogatories  must  be  allowed  unless  the  court 
could  see  that  the  answers  could  not  be  relevant ;  or  accord- 
ing to  Cotton,  L.  J.  "  where  they  might  be  relevant" :  and 
see  ante^  p.  Ill,  as  to  the  old  chancery  practice:  and  ante, 
p.  17. 

The  obligation  of  a  defendant  to  answer  is  a  different 
thing  from  the  question  whether  his  answer  is  admissible 
evidence  when  the  cause  comes  to  a  hearing:  Lord  Cairns 
in  Be  BarnecCs  Banking  Co,  L.  R.  2  Oh.  p.  354. 

Interrogatories  are  admissible  to  discover  facts  which  will 
inform  the  party  as  to  evidence  to  be  obtained:  see  Jessel, 
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M.  E.  in  A,  G.  v.  Gaskill,  20  Oh.  D.  p.  528 :  (and  see  antef 
p.  68,  referring  to  Glascott  v.  Copper,  8fc.  Co. :  and  ante, 
p.  84,  as  to  the  answer  of  an  officer  of  a  corporate  body) :  see 
also  lie  Ottoman  Co.  post,  p.  297 :  to  discover  the  names  of 
persons  who  may  give  evidence  in  his  favour :  see  Hall  v. 
Liardety  W.  N.  83,  p.  175 :  (but  see  further  post,  p.  473) : 
see  also  as  to  production  of  documents  which  will  put  the 
party  on  the  track  of  evidence  or  of  the  names  of  persons 
whom  he  may  call  as  witnesses  j?os/,  pp.  185 — lb6. 

In  Sketchky  v.  Connolly,  11  W.  R.  573  (also  cited  j»05^, 
Bk.  II.  Ch.  III.)  Blackburn,  J.  considered  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary that  the  answers  should  be  strictly  evidence,  if  the  party 
would  clearly  derive  material  benefit  in  the  cause  from  the 
discovery ;  and  so  Crompton,  J.  in  reference  to  the  particular 
discovery  here  required  namely  the  name  of  the  real  defen- 
dant (see  ante,  p.  89),  considered  that  as  the  declarations  of 
the  real  defendant  would  be  evidence  the  answer  disclosing 
his  name  would  be  the  first  step  to  obtaining  it. 

Interrogatories  which  do  not  relate  to  any  matter  in  ques- 
tion in  the  cause  or  matter  shall  be  deemed  irrelevant  not- 
withstanding that  they  might  be  admissible  on  the  oral  cross- 
examination  of  a  witness,  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  1  (see  ante,  p.  91). 
The  functions  of  cross-examination  and  discovery  are  different, 
Lindley,  L.  J.  in  A.  O.  v.  Qaskill,  20  Ch.  D.  p.  530 :  and 
see  ante,  p.  105. 

The  following  are  instances  of  irrelevant  discovery  in 
equity  and  under  the  Jud.  Act. 

Bishop  of  London  y.  Fytche^  1  B.  G.  G.  96:  Mayor  of  London  v.  Anstie,  1 
Anstr.  168 :  &%  r.  Crew,  2  Anstr.  606 :  Baker  y,  FriUhardy  3  Atk.  387  : 
Mineks  v.  Neitkorpe,  1  Vem.  204 :  Agar  y.  Begenfe  Canal  Co.  Goop.  212 : 
Codrinpton  y.  Codrington,  o  Sim.  619 :  WilUy  ^c.  Co.  y.  Sicindon,  ^e.  Co.  20 
W.  R.  363 :  Harvey  y.  Morris,  Fmch,  214  (disooyery  of  names  of  persons  for 
whom  a  mortg^ee  was  trustee :  and  see  Moor  y.  Roberta,  cited  ^o«^,  p.  462  : 
Jones  y.  Pugh,  ated  post,  p.  376 :  and  Mansfield  y.  Childerhouse,  4  Gh.  D.  83, 
aotion  for  specific  performance,  the  defendant's  interrog^atories,  inquiring 
whether  tiie  plaintiffs  were  not  committing  a  breach  of  trust  in  applying  the 
trust  funds  in  the  purchase  and  as  to  the  nature  of  the  trusts,  being  struck 
out  under  original  rule  6,  see  ante,  p.  100,  as  irreleyant  and  an  abuse). 

Discoyery  of  a  party's  means  has  been  ordered  where  it  is  clearly  relevant 
(see  haiXier post,  p.  300,  as  to  discovery  of  this  nature) .  In  an  action  for  seduc- 
tion discovery  of  the  defendant's  means  is  irrelevant,  but  not  in  action  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage :  ffodsollr.  Taylor,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  79,  p.  81 .  But 
in  a  brau^h  of  promii^e  action  interrogatories  by  the  plaintiff  inquiring  into 
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the  defendant's  expectation  of  means  and  the  names  of  his  relations  and  as  to 
whether  any  settlement  had  been  made  by  them  on  his  present  wife  were  dis- 
allowed: Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  22.  In  Small  v.  Attwood,  Wigr.  PI.  241,  it 
was  held  impertinent  to  inquire  into  the  defendant's  means  in  order  to 
support  an  injunction  restraining  him  from  transferring  a  sum  of  stock  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  no  property  to  satisfy  the  phuntiff's  daims  other 
than  this  stock.  A  vendor  in  a  bill  for  q>eoific  peiformanoe  cannot  interro- 
gate the  defendant  as  to  his  property  or  means :  Francis  t.  WtgseU,  1  Mad. 
p.  261. 

Discoveiy  may  be  had  of  a  woman's  separate  estate  where  the  action  is  so 
framed  as  to  charge  it :  ibid.  pp.  261—262 :  Smith  v.  Berg,  36  L.  T.  471 :  25 
W.  R.  601 :  and  see  as  to  a  married  woman  ante,  ]p.  67.  In  Smith  y.  Berg 
a  builder  sued  a  man  and  woman  as  man  and  wife  to  recover  from  them 
jointly  or  severally  the  value  of  work  done  at  certain  houses  at  the  wife's 
request.  An  interrogatory  asking  them  if  they  were  married  was  struck  out 
(under  the  original  rule  5  :  see  ante,  p.  100),  for  they  were  sued  as  man  and 
wife :  and  in  answer  to  interrogatories  asking  whether  the  houses  belonged 
to  the  woman  for  her  separate  use  or  for  what  estate  or  how  they  came  to 
her,  the  woman  answering  that  they  "do  not  nor  did  they  ever  belong  to 
me  for  my  separate  use"  ;  and  in  answer  to  an  interrogutory  asking  the 
man  what  he  knew  as  to  any  separate  or  other  estate  or  property  of  the  co- 
defendant,  the  man  answering  that  he  did  not  know  of  any  separate  estate 
or  property  of  her ;  it  was  held  that  the  rest  of  the  interrogatories  were 
irrelevant,  for  the  plaintiff's  case  was  that  they  were  man  and  wife  and  that 
she  had  separate  estate. 

In  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  sale  from  father  to  son  as  being  made  without  con- 
sideration the  latter  as  defendant  was  compelled  to  discover  his  resources 
means  of  paying  and  how  the  money  was  provided  for  the  alleged  considera- 
tion :  Newton  v.  Dimes,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  583. 

In  Sheward  v.  Lord  Lonsdale,  6  C.  P.  D.  47,  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  in 
respect  of  horses  sold  to  the  defendant ;  and  the  defence  among  other  things 
denied  that  they  were  sold  to  him  and  also  alleged  that  the  prices  were  exor- 
bitant. Interrogatories  (among  others)  to  the  following  effect  were  admi- 
nistered by  the  defendant: — 1.  The  dates  when  the  horses  sold  to  the 
defendant  were  purchased  by  the  plaintiff,  2.  Whether  the  plaintiff  did 
purchase  them  or  was  owner  of  them,  3.  The  amounts  of  the  purcnase  monies, 
4.  If  the  plaintiff  was  not  owner  how  he  had  them  in  his  possession,  5.  Dates 
of  his  receiving  them  into  his  possession,  6.  Whether  the  defendant  ordered 
them  and  the  dates  at  which  they  were  ordered.  The  plaintiff  having 
declined  to  answer  any  of  them  as  being  immaterial  to  the  issue  in  the 
action  was  ordered  to  make  a  further  and  better  answer  except  as  to  the 
6th  which  was  struck  out  by  consent.  On  appeal  faffirmed  in  ^e  Court  of 
Appeal  42  L.  T.  173)  the  2nd,  4th,  and  5th  were  disallowed  (or  rather  the 
plaintiff  was  relieved  from  answering  them)  as  being  too  remote  and  requir- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  state  in  detail  how  their  business  was  conducted :  the 
1st  and  3rd  were  with  some  hesitation  allowed  to  stand,  the  prices  in  such 
a  case  being  material  as  a  test  of  value,  though  otherwise  in  the  case  of  a 
picture  :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  the  Court  of  Appeed.  See  also  Leigh  v.  Brooks, 
cited  ante,  p.  37  :  and  Donegal  v.  Stewart,  cited  ante,  p.  32. 

Where  the  seller  of  a  horse  brought  an  action  against  the  auctioneer  (who 
had  sold  it  for  him)  for  the  price  and  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
had  fraudulently  represented  it  to  be  quiet,  the  plaintiff  was  not  compelled 
to  answer  whether  the  horse  was  his  property  at  the  time  of  the  sale  nor  if 
it  was  how  it  became  so :  Sivier  v.  Harris,  W.  N.  76,  p.  22. 

In  an  action  by  cargo  owners  against  the  shipowners  for  nan-delivery  of 
the  cargo  the  plaintiffs  were  held  not  bound  to  answer  whether,  with  whom, 
and  to  what  amount  the  cargo  was  insured  as  immaterial :  Bolekow  v.  Young, 
42  L.  T.  690. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  ante,  p.  31  to  p.  34,  where  discovery  of  a  party's 
private  or  business  affairs  was  refused  either  as  wholly  immaterial  or  as  im- 
material at  that  stage  of  the  action :  and  see  post,  p.  300. 
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Where  a  wholly  immaterial  interrogatory  had  been  par- 
tially answered,  a  full  answer  oould  not  be  required  even 
under  the  teohnioality  of  the  chancery  practice  :  Wood  v, 
BitcMnSj  3  Beav.  p.  512. 


(b)  "  On  any  other  Ground.^^ 

See  as  to  the  established  objections  or  exceptions  to  dis- 
covery, postf  p.  309. 

Interrogatories  as  to  matters  of  law. 

^  Interrogfatoriea  as  to  matters  of  law  (though  alleged  in  the  bill  and  mate- 
linl  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  for  they  are  not  properly  the  subject  of  admissioni 
Wigr.  PI.  187),  or  as  to  inferences  of  law  arawn  from  facto  need  not  be  an- 
swered :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  626.  They  must  be  confined  to  questions  of  fact : 
see  Redes.  PL  34  :  Spenoe,  Eq.  Jur.  677 :  Flight  y.  Robinion^  8  Beay.  p.  33 : 
Hoffmann  y.  Foatily  L.  R.  4  Gh.  673.  Interrogatories  asking  a  surveyor  in 
an  action  against  him  for  negligence  whether  it  was  part  of  his  duty  to  take 
certain  steps  under  his  instructions  were  held  inadmissible  as  asking  matter 
of  law  :  Whateley  y.  Crowier,  26  L.  J.  Q.  B.  p.  166.  Because  an  interroga- 
tory refers  to  a  document,  as  for  instance  to  the  specification  of  a  patent  it 
does  not  thereby  necessarily  cease  to  be  a  question  of  fact:  Hoffmann  y.  FostU, 
L.  R.  4  Oh.  p.  679. 

But  it  was  held  necessary  to  answer  a  charge  of  being  trustee  though  it 
would  seem  to  haye  inyolyed  a  question  of  law :  Culverhouse  y.  Alexander^ 
2  y.  &  C.  218. 

Interrogatories  asking  a  party  as  to  French  law  were  struck  out :  Fhillips 
▼.  Barron,  W.  N.  76,  p.  64. 

Interrogatories  as  to  documents. 

After  the  Chanoeiy  Procedure  Act  an  interrogatory  asking  for  a  list  of  all 
documento  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  was  held  improper,  at  all 
eyento  if  the  i>arty  professed  his  willingness  to  make  the  usual  afBdayit,  but 
if  he  answered  it  partly,  he  would  be  ordered  to  answer  it  fully :  Fiffard 
y.  Beeby,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  626 :  Law  y.  London  Indisputable  Co.  10  Ha.  App.  20 : 
Kidger  y.  Worswick,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  37 :  Barnard  y.  Hunter,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  1066  : 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1676. 

Under  the  original  rules  of  the  Jud.  Act  a  party  was  in  eyery  case  justified 
in  refusing  to  answer  such  an  interrogfatory :  see  for  instance  Bannieott  y. 
Frith,  W.  N.  76,  p.  9 :  Carter  y.  Leeds,  ibid.  p.  11 :  Fiiten  v.  Chattenburg, 
W.  N.  76,  p.  248 :  where  they  were  struck  out  under  the  original  rule  6,  see 
ante,  p.  100  :  otherwise  it  would  haye  been  used  as  a  means  of  eyading  the 
necessity  of  coming  to  the  court  for  an  order  under  rule  12,  no  order  for 
interrogatories  aft^  claim  or  defence  respectively  up  to  the  dose  of  the 
pleadings  being  then  requisite :  see  ante,  p.  94. 

The  practice  is  the  same  under  the  present  rules,  although  as  a  rule  in- 
terrogatories cannot  be  ddiyered  without  an  order,  rule  1  (see  ante,  p.  90) : 
for  an  order  for  discovery  of  documento  is  discretionary  (but  see  further, 
post,  p.  166) :  Mathew,  J.  in  Jacobs  y.  O.  W.  R.  Co.  "W.  N.  84,  p.  33,  where 
leave  to  deliver  interrogatories  having  been  given,  an  interrogatory  as  to 
documento  was  included  in  order  to  avoid  the  necessity  for  making  a  fresh 
deposit  in  respect  of  an  order  for  discoyery  of  documento. 

i2 
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An  interrogpatorj  asking'  as  to  the  possession  of  partionlar  doonments  was 
legitimate  under  the  chancery  practice :  see  Catt  y.  Tourle,  18  W,  B.  966 : 
and  so  now  Webb  v.  £a4t,  5  Ex.  D.  23  :  and  soe  pont, ^.  212.  as  to  interro- 
gatories directed  to  particolar  documents  after  a  sufficient  affidayit  of  docu- 
ments has  been  made. 

So  for  a  list  of  documents  relating  to  a  particular  matter :  see  Rishton  y. 
Gritsel,  14  W,  R.  578 :  and  now  Swanston  v.  Zithman^  45  L.  T.  360,  cited  jpm^, 
p.  226  (after  an  affidayit  of  documents). 

See  as  to  interroffatories  inquiring  into  the  contents  of  documents :  pott, 
VI.  (e). 


V.  As  to  the   Costs  occasioned  by  Answering  Interrogatories 
which  are  Unnecessary  or  of  Improper  Length. 

By  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  3,  see  post,  Bk.  III.  Oh.  Vm.  the 
costs  oocasioned  by  interrogatories  exhibited  unreasonably 
vexatiously  or  at  improper  length  and  the  answers  thereto 
may  be  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  party  in  fault :  and  see 
also  Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (20),  post,  Bk.  III.  Oh.  VIII.  as  to  the 
costs  of  interrogatories  which  are  improper  vexatious  unneces- 
sary or  contain  vexatious  or  unnecessary  matter  or  are  of 
unnecessary  length  :  and  see  also  generally  as  to  costs,  post, 
Bk.  III.  Ch.  VIII.  It  is  conceived  therefore  that  the  party 
may  answer  interrogatories  of  this  nature  and  is  not  bound 
to  apply  to  have  them  set  aside,  or  struck  out,  or  to  decline 
answering  them  at  length.  See  further  in  connection  with 
this  point  the  subject  of  unreasonably  wide  interrogatories, 
post,  VT.  (c) :  and  prolixity  in  answering,  j9oa/,  VT.  (d). 


VT.  As  to  the  Mode  of  Answering, 

(a)  As  to  explaining  or  qualifying  an  answer  or  inserting 
therein  matter  of  defence  or  impertinent  matter  or  matter  of 
supererogation,  (b)  as  to  the  particularity  of  an  answer  and 
an  evasive  or  embarrassing  answer,  (c)  as  to  answering  un- 
reasonably wide  interrogatories  and  a  substantial  answer, 
(d)  as  to  prolixity  in  answering,  (e)  as  to  setting  out  the  con- 
tents of  referriog  to  or  incorporating  documents,  (f)  as  to 
accounts,  (g)  as  to  answering  according  to  the  party's  know- 
ledge information  and  belief. 
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(a)  As  to  E'jrplmning  or  Qualifying  an  Answer  or  Inserting 
therein  Matter  of  Defence  or  Impertinent  Matter  or 
Matter  of  Supererogation. 

It  may  under  some  oiroiunstanoes  be  legitimate  for  a  party 
to  explain,  or  qualify,  or  give  his  reasons  for  making,  a  par- 
ticular answer :  see  Hall  v.  lAardet^  post,  p.  467 :  Anon.  W.  N. 
'  p.  39,  post :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  post^  p.  392) :  and  see 
post  as  to  stating  the  grounds  of  belief.  Wbere  a  party  was 
asked  whether  he  had  not  in  some  previous  proceedings 
sworn  an  affidavit  to  such  and  such  an  effect,  and  in  his 
answer  admitted  the  affidavit  but  said  that  since  swearing  the 
affidavit  he  had  been  informed  that  the  information  on  which 
such  affidavit  had  been  based  was  erroneous,  and  therefore 
that  the  statements  in  the  affidavit  were  contrary  to  facts, 
and  corrected  such  statements,  it  was  held  not  improper: 
Lyell  V.  Kennedy. 

"Where  a  party  inserts  matter  of  this  explanatory  or  quali- 
fying nature,  or  any  matter  being  of  the  nature  of  his  defence 
to  the  action,  or  in  fact  any  impertinent  matter  or  matter  of 
supererogation  as  it  has  been  called,  the  interrogating  party 
may,  if  he  considers  that  he  is  embarrassed  or  prejudiced  by 
such  insertion,  take  one  of  two  courses  according  as  the 
matter  is  or  is  not  separable  from  the  answer  proper.  Where 
it  is  so  separable,  he  may  wait  until  the  trial  and  then  claim 
to  read  only  the  answer  proper,  and  leave  out  the  other 
matter  :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  ji?os^,  p.  392)  :  Compagnie 
Financiered  8fc.  v.  Peruvian  Chiano  Co.  28  8.  J.  p.  410 :  and  see 
posty  p.  118,  as  to  reading  part  of  the  answer.  Where  it  is 
not  so  separable,  he  may  apply  for  a  further  answer,  for  an 
embarrassing  (that  is  to  say  which  prevents  the  interrogating 
party  from  using  it  at  the  trial  without  haviug  thrust  upon 
him  irrelevant  matter  as  part  of  it,  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  : 
and  see  further  post,  p.  120,  as  to  an  embarrassing  or  evasive 
answer)  answer  is  an  insufficient  answer  under  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  11 :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy. 

Matter  of  sapereroffation  might  render  the  answers  tedhnically  insufficient 
80  as  to  jostifj  an  oraer  for  -viySl  voce  examination  under  the  G.  L.  P.  Act, 
section  63  (see  pott,  p.  147) :  Peyton  y.  Earting,  L.  B.  9  C.  P.  9.    It  was 


118  BK.  I.  CHAP,  rv*  SECT.  VI.  (a). 

for  the  judge  in  his  disoretioii  to  say  whether  the  sapereroffatory  matter  was 
of  that  amoant  or  nature  as  to  render  the  answers  insufiScient :  ibid, :  but 
qu.  whether  he  would  be  justified  in  so  regarding  it  unless  Usee  TTeating,  J. 
ibid.  p.  10)  it  was  improper  or  impertinent  as  destroying  me  effect  of  the 
answers  or  introducing  irreleyant  topics :  and  see  Bowen,  L.  J.  in  Zyell  y. 
Kennedy,  approving  this  case. 

In  Anon,  W.  N.  76,  p.  39  (under  the  rules  of  the  Jud.  Act)  the  plaintiff 
objected  to  the  defendant's  answer  to  an  interrogatory  on  the  ground  that  it 
stated  his  defence  to  the  action  as  well  as  answered  the  intenogatory,  and 
that  under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  23  (see  now  Bule  24,  Bk.  III.  Oh.  IX.  Sect.  V.)  he 
oould  not  read  one  portion  of  the  answer  without  the  other :  LindlOT-,  J, 
refused  to  compel  the  defendant  to  split  up  his  answer  to  suit  the  plain- 
tiff's oonvenienoe,  for,  though  in  some  cases  such  an  application  might  be 
granted,  in  this  case  the  part  objected  to  was  by  way  of  qualification  of  the 
other  part  of  the  answer. 

It  is  admisBible  (and  perhaps  obligatoiy  see  post^  p.  128) 
for  the  party  to  state  the  grounds  of  his  belief :  Lyell  v.  Ken^ 
nedj/f  9  App.  Cas.  pp.  92,  93 :  and  see  Parker  v.  Fairliey  1  S. 
&  S.  296,  p.  300 :  T.  &  E.  362,  p.  363,  where  the  defendant 
referred  to  affidavits  and  certificates  of  other  persons  as  iusti- 
fyiBg  bi.  Mi.f  i.  th.  good  ,«.U.y  of  «»tl  .^« '  «  A 
man  sorely  would  be  at  liberty,  if  he  was  bound  to  state  his 
belief  to  stat^  his  reasons  for  it,  and  to  say '  That  is  my  belief 
founded  upon  these  reasons,  and  upon  that  information  which 
has  been  given  to  me  but  I  require  the  defendant  to  prove 
his  case  by  something  other  than  my  belief.  My  belief  may 
be  prim&  facie  evidence  when  we  get  before  a  jury  or  before 
the  tribunal  which  is  to  decide  the  matter  for  aught  I  know, 
but  still  I  desire  it  to  be  open  to  me,  because  the  information 
given  to  me  may  not  be  accurate :  the  jury  may  not  adopt  it: 
they  may  think  that  I  have  drawn  a  conclusion  unfavourable 
to  myself  without  sufficient  reason  for  doing  so,'  but  he  can- 
not avail  himself  of  that  right  without  stating  what  his 
information  is :"  Bramwell,  L.  ibid,  p.  93 :  and  see  further  as 
to  this  case  post^  p.  362.  But  an  admission  of  belief  has  been 
generally  treated  as  an  admission  of  the  fact :  aeepost,  p.  127. 

See  as  to  prolixity  in  eaiBweiing  post  (d). 

It  is  legitimate  to  claim  protection  in  the  answer  to  inter- 
rogatories for  any  document  therein  referred  to :  Campagnie 
Financiere  du  Pacifique  v.  Peruvian  Onano  Co,  28  Sol.  J. 
p.  410. 
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(b)  As  to  the  Particularity  of  an  Answer  and  an  Evasive  or 

Embarrassing  Answer. 

In  former  days  the  substitution  of  an  "  and"  for  an  "  or" 
would  make  the  answer  insuflScient,  but  now  it  is  the  sub- 
stance and  not  the  form  at  which  the  court  looks :  if  it  is 
substantially  answered,  it  is  sufficient :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy 
(cited  joew^,  p.  892) :  andjt?M^,  p.  121. 

The  foUowing  rules  17  and  19  of  Ord.  XIX.  (20  and  22 
under  the  old  rules)  relating  to  the  mode  of  pleading  are 
equally  applicable  to  the  mode  of  answering  interrogatories: — 

It  shall  not  be  sufficient  for  a  defendant  in  his  statement  of  defence  to 
deny  generally  the  g^rounds  (*' facts*'  in  the  old  rule  20)  alleged  hj  the 
statement  of  claim  or  for  a  plaintiff  in  his  reply  to  deny  generally  uie  g^ronnds 
('*  facts"  see  ante)  alleged  in  a  defence  by  -way  of  counter-claim,  but  each 
part^  must  deal  specifioeJly  -with  each  allegation  of  fact  of  which  he  does  not 
admit  the  truth  except  damages. 

When  a  party  in  any  pleading  denies  an  allegpation  of  fact  in  the  previous 
pleading  ox  the  opposite  party  he  must  not  do  so  evasively  but  answer  the 
point  of  substance.  Thus,  if  it  be  alleged  that  he  received  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  it  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  deny  that  he  received  that  particular 
amount  but  he  must  deny  that  he  received  that  sum  or  any  part  uiereof  or 
else  set  out  how  much  he  received.  And  (according  to  the  old  rule  22  '^  so 
when  a  matter  of  fact  is  alleged  with  divers  circumstances  it  shaU  not  be 
sufficient  to  deny  it  as  alleged  along  with  those  circumstances  but  a  fair  and 
substantial,  see  post^  p.  121,  answer  must  be  g^ven*')  if  an  aUeg^tion  is  made 
with  divers  circumstances  it  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  deny  it  along  with  thoso 
droumstances. 

They  in  fact  express  accurately  and  are  adopted  from  the 
rules  and  practice  in  chancery  in  respect  of  the  answer :  see 
Eedes.  PI.  44,  309 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  630 :  Tipping  v.  Clarke, 
2  Ha.  pp.  389—390 :  Mountford  v.  Taylor,  6  Ves.  p.  791 : 
Coop.  Eq.  PI.  313 :  Consol.  Ord.  XV.  r.  2 :  Beames,  Ch.  0. 
pp.  ;^8 — ^29.  If  a  defendant  deny  a  fact  he  must  traverse  it 
dhrectly  and  not  by  way  of  negative  pregnant :  Beames,  Ch. 
0.  p.  29 :  and  see  Culverhome  v.  Alexander,  2  T.  &  C.  218 : 
Consol.  Ord.  XV.  r.  2.  The  rule  in  equity  was  always  that 
where  there  was  a  specific  averment  an  interrogatory  founded 
upon  that  specific  averment  must  have  been  specifically 
answered ;  a  general  denial  was  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  a 
specific  averment :  Earp  v.  Lloyd,  4  K.  &  J.  p.  60 :  though 
a  general  answer  might  include  in  it  an  answer  to  the  parti- 
cular inquiry  yet  such  a  mode  of  answering  might  in  some 
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cases  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  escape  from  a  material  dis- 
covery ;  particular  charges  must  therefore  be  answered  parti- 
cularly and  precisely :  Wharton  v.  Wharton^  1  S.  &  S.  p.  236. 
For  instance  where  a  defendant  was  asked  whether  he  had 
not  had  communications  with  A,  B,  and  other  persons  and 
admitted  them  with  A  but  denied  them  with  any  other 
person,  omitting  B,  it  was  insufficient:  Duhe  of  Bi-unsicick  v. 
Duke  of  Cambridge^  12  Beav.  281 :  see  for  other  instances 
where  interrogatories  have  been  insufficiently  answered  in 
this  respect  Patrick  v.  Blackically  17  Jur.  803 :  Rishton  v. 
Grissely  14  W.  R  578,  789 :  Bally  v.  Kenricky  13  Pri.  291 : 
Jodrell  V.  Slaney^  10  Beav.  225 :  A.  O.  v.  Btnarben,  2  Jur. 
129 :  Denys  v.  Locock^  3  M.  &  C.  p.  321 :  Daniel  v.  Bishop^ 
13  Pri.  16. 

The  form  of  inserting  after  a  general  denial  the  words 
"  except  as  aforesaid"  was  considered  by  Wigram,  V.  C.  in 
Tipping  v.  Clarke^  2  Ha.  p.  388  to  be  objectionable,  as  making 
it  difficult  to  decide  whether  the  answer  was  sufficient  or  not, 
and  as  being  sometimes  evasive ;  and  see  JEarp  v.  Lloyd,  4 
K.  &  J.  58 :  and  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  cited  post,  p.  392  ("  subject 
to  such  explanation  as  aforesaid  and  to  the  submission  herein- 
after contained,"  and  see  further  ante,  p.  117). 

He  may  refer  to  the  whole  of  his  affidavit  in  answer  to 
interrogatories  and  is  not  confined  simply  to  those  passages 
which  purport  to  deal  with  a  particular  interrogatory:  see 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  where  the  party  craved 
leave  to  refer  to  a  former  answer  to  other  interrogatories; 
see  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IX.  Sect.  V.  as  to  reading  port  of  an 
answer.  But  where  an  answer  was  put  in  with  cross  refer- 
ences and  otherwise  so  complicated  that  it  would  be  difficult 
to  say  what  had  or  had  not  been  sworn  to,  it  was  ordered  to 
be  taken  oflE  the  file :  Walker  v.  Daniell,  27  W.  E.  695 :  30 
L.  T.  367 :  and  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy :  but  see  post. 

Where  an  answer  is  evasive  illusive  or  embarrassing  (see 
ante,  p.  1 17)  the  court  may  either  order  it  to  be  taken  altogether 
off  the  file  (as  in  chancery  according  to  the  later  practice : 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  685 ;  Thotnas  v.  Lethbridge,  9  Ves.  463  :  and 
oases  cited  po%t^  p.  144 :  though  not  the  earlier  practice : 
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Marsh  v.  Hunter^  3  Mad.  437) :  see  Furber  v.  King^  29 
W.  R.  636 :  50  L.  J.  Ch.  496,  where  Baoon,  V.  C.  con* 
sidered  the  whole  answer  an  evasion  and  attempt  to  haffle 
the  adversary :  or  as  this  is  a  enmhrous  and  expensive  cure 
for  the  evil,  the  court  will  order  a  further  answer :  see  Lj/ell 
V.  Kennedy  (cited  post^  p.  392) :  and  Hill  v.  Hart  Davis  and 
Walker  v.  Pook^  pasty  p.  229,  as  to  prolix  affidavits  of  docu- 
ments. See  also  in  illustration  of  an  evasive  or  contradictory 
answer  Latimer  v.  Neate^  past,  p.  259. 


(o)  As  ta  Answering  unreasonably  tcide  Interrogatories  and  a 

substantial  Answer. 

See  ante,  p.  106,  as  to  striking  out  interrogatories:  and 
ante,  p.  116,  as  to  costs  of  answering  unnecessary  interro- 
gatories. 

Where  an  interrogatory  is  unreasonahly  wide  Jessel,  M.  E. 
in  Parker  v.  Wells,  18  Ch.  D.  p.  485,  considered  that  a  party 
was  not  hound  to  put  in  an  answer  such  as  he  would  have 
heen  obliged  to  give  if  the  interrogatory  had  been  properly 
limited;  but  that  the  judge  should  ask  the  interrogating 
party  whether  he  would  be  content  with  properly  limited 
discovery,  and  if  he  assents,  should  order  the  other  party  to 
make  a  further  affidavit  in  that  respect :  and  see  Hall  v.  L.  8f 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  35  L.  T.  p.  849.  In  the  same  case  it  was 
held  by  Jessel,  M.  R.  and  Brett,  L.  J.  (Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  487, 
dissenting)  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  would  make  no  such 
order  for  limited  discovery  and  that  if  the  interrogating  party 
insists  by  his  appeal  on  a  full  answer  he  must  stand  or  fall 
by  that  claim. 

See  ante,  pp.  104,  107,  as  to  interrogatories  framed  with 
undue  latitude  and  in  particular  the  common  law  practice 
relating  thereto. 

A  substantial  answer  is  sufficient :  see  Bolckow  v.  Fisher, 
10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  170 :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  ante,  p.  119 :  Hall  v. 
i.  8f  N.  W.  R.  Co.  35  L.  T.  p.  849 :  and  see  Ord.  XIX. 
r.  22  of  the  old  rules,  ante,  p.  1]9.  Although  particular 
interrogatories  were  not  answered  precisely  in  all  their  terms 
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it  was  considered  under  the  old  ohanoery  practice  to  be  suffi- 
cient if  they  were  fairly  and  substantially  answered  with 
reference  to  the  scope  and  object  of  the  bill  or  the  matters 
really  in  question :  see  Bally  v.  Kenricky  13  Pri.  291 :  Beade 
V.  Waodrqfey  24  Beav.  421 :  Lockett  v.  Lockett^  L.  E.  4  Ch. 
336 :  JodreU  v.  Slaney,  10  Beav.  p.  231 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  630. 

As  a  rule  only  the  substance  of  conversations  need  be 
given :  eeeposty  p.  456. 

See  as  to  giving  the  contents  of  documents,  post,  p.  123. 

Where  a  company  were  interrogated  in  wide  terms  as  to 
the  powers  and  authorities  possessed  by  and  duties  of  dif- 
ferent officers  and  agents  of  the  company,  it  was  held  suffi- 
cient to  answer  that  they  had  none  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question :  Compagnie  8fc.  Padfiqtie  v.  Peruvian  Guano  Co. 
28  Sol.  J.  p.  410. 

See  as  to  amending  interrogatories  under  such  circum- 
stances, j^os^,  p.  149. 

Qu.  whether  a  party  is  justified  in  answering  an  imneces- 
sarily  wide  interrogatory  in  reliance  on  the  provisions  of  the 
rules  referred  to  ante^  Sect.  V.  for  throwing  the  costs  on  the 
party  seeking  the  discovery :  and  see  further,  post,  p.  123. 


(d)  Prolixity  in  Answering, 

A  party  must  not  be  needlessly  or  unduly  prolix  in  an- 
swering. He  may  be  visited  with  the  costs  of  doing  so  under 
Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (20)  see  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  VUI. ;  and  in  an 
extreme  case,  if  tlie  prolixity  is  so  great  as  to  be  embarrassingy 
the  court  might  order  the  document  to  be  taken  off  the  file  or 
order  a  further  answer :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  post, 
p.  392)  :  and  ante,  p.  121,  referring  to  this  case,  and  to  the 
subject  of  prolix  affidavits  of  documents. 

Such  needless  or  undue  prolixity  was  termed  impertinence 
under  the  chancery  practice :  Slack  v.  Evans,  7  Pri.  pp.  298 — 
299,  n. :  King  v.  Teale,  ibid. :  and  see  Barry  v.  Harrison, 
You.  &  C.  279.  Matter  might  be  impertinent  without  being 
exactly  irrelevant :  Parker  v.  Fairlie,  T.  &  E.  pp.  364 — 365. 
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ImperiiiieiioeB  were  desoribed  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert 
to  be  '*  where  the  records  of  the  oourt  were  stuffed  with  long 
reoitalfl  or  long  digressions  of  matters  of  fact  which  were 
altogether  unneoessaiy  and  totally  immaterial  to  the  matter 
in  question  as  where  a  deed  was  unnecessarily  set  forth  in 
haeo  verba":  Gilb.  For.  Eom.  209  dted  Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  p.  292. 
By  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act,  sect.  17,  exceptions  for  im- 
pertinence were  abolished  and  the  party  introducing  the 
impertinent  or  unnecessary  matter  might  be  visited  with  the 
costs  occasioned  by  its  introduction :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  292. 

It  was  sometimes  difficult  to  frame  a  full  answer  so  as  to 
prevent  exceptions  for  impertinence  and  redundancy :  Lord 
Langdale  in  Jodrell  v.  Slanef/y  10  Beav.  p.  229. 

Mere  prolixity  in  answering  would  not  necessarily  amount 
to  impertinence.  And  of  course  there  could  be  no  general 
rule:  it  must  be  a  question  of  degree  to  be  determined  in 
each  case  by  the  judge:  Oompertz  v.  Besi^  1 T.  &  C.  pp.  117 — 
118 :  Lam  v.  WiUiams,  2  S.  &  S.  p.  574 :  Arnn.  2  L.  J.  Ch. 
(0.  S.)  143:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  631—632:  and  Bee  post,  p.  126, 
as  to  accounts. 

Qu.  whether  a  party  is  justified  in  setting  out  useless  and 
impertinent  matter  even  if  the  terms  of  the  interrogatory 
warrant  it  in  reliance  on  recovering  the  costs  imder  the  rules 
referred  to  antey  Sect.  Y. :  see  also  ante,  p.  122 :  and  post, 
p.  126,  as  to  accounts. 

These  questions  of  prolixity  generally  arose  in  connection 
with  accounts,  as  to  which  see  post,  sub-sect.  (f). 

Bee  post,  sub-sect,  (e)  as  to  offering  inspection  of  documents 
by  way  of  answering  interrogatories. 


(e)  As  to  Setting  Out  the  Contents  of  Bef erring  to  or  Incor^ 

porating  Documents. 

Where  a  party  is  interrogated  as  to  matter  which  is  con- 
tained in  any  document  he  may  (and  probably,  see  ante,  sub- 
sect,  (d)  as  to  prolixity,  is  bound  to  do  so  if  he  can)  offer 
inspection  of  the  document  if  thereby  expense  or  delay  will 
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be  avoided  instead  of  setting  out  the  matter  in  his  answer : 
(and  see  now  rule  2  cited  antCy  p.  91).  Where  interroga- 
tories are  of  a  character  which  would  make  it  oppressive  to 
compel  the  party  to  set  out  precisely  all  the  particulars  called 
for,  the  party  is  justified  in  answering  by  reference  to  books, 
if  he  says  they  contain  the  best  information  which  he  is  able 
to  give  in  answer  to  the  interrogatories:  Drake  v.  SymeSy 
Johns,  p.  652,  referring  to  White  v.  WilliamSy  8  Ves.  p.  193. 
But  the  reference  ought  to  be  accompanied  with  such  explana- 
tions and  to  be  made  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  it  as  con- 
venient as  possible  for  the  other  party  to  consult  them :  the 
party  must  point  out  the  best  way  in  which  the  information 
could  be  got  from  the  documents,  not  for  instance  refer  his 
opponent  to  a  number  of  books  as  containing  the  required 
information  without  saying  in  what  books  the  different  par- 
ticulars" of  information  were  to  be  found :  ibid.  pp.  652 — 653 
(an  action  by  a  shareholder  against  the  directors  of  an  insur- 
ance company  interrogating  as  to  the  lives  ages  dates  and 
other  particulars  of  a  number  of  policies) :  and  see  Christian 
V.  Tayhr^  p.  408:  and  Marshall  v.  Mellerahy  6  Beav.  568:  and 
posty  p.  126,  as  to  accounts.  Correspondence  need  not  be  set 
forth  at  full  length  where  inspection  can  be  offered:  Hoffmann 
V.  Postily  L.  E.  4  Ch.  673,  p.  678 :  Harr.  Newl.  185. 

See  further  as  to  a  party's  obligation  to  set  out  the  con- 
tents of  documents,  pasty  p.  473. 

As  a  general  rule  a  party  could  not  refer  to  any  document 
as  a  part  of  his  answer  unless  he  filed  it  as  a  schedule  to  his 
answer  and  prayed  that  it  might  be  taken  as  part  of  his 
answer :  Boldero  v.  Saunders,  3  N.  It.  59 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  631, 
634,  658. 

Where  a  defendant  referred  to  other  affidavits  and  deposi- 
tions by  him  in  the  suit  as  containing  the  answer  he  wished 
to  make,  the  document  was  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  file 
though  he  did  it  to  save  expense :  Turner  v.  Jacky  19  W.  R. 
433 :  BO  where  he  referred  to  his  answers  to  similar  interroga- 
tories in  another  suit :  Hudson  v.  Orenfelly  3  GUff.  388. 

He  may  refer  to  his  answers  to  others  of  the  interroga- 
tories :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy y  ante,  p.  120. 
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Qu.  wHether  printed  doomnents  could  be  filed  as  schedules 
see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  658 :  Wright  v.  Wilkin,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  195 
11  W.  R.  253:  La/one  v.  Falkland,  Sfc.  Co.  3  K.  &  J.  267 
or  whether  they  should  not  be  deposited  in  court  and  then 
referred  to  as  part  of  the  answer:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  631, 634,  668: 
A.  O.  V.  EdmundSy  15  W.  R.  138,  where  this  was  said  to  be 
the  proper  practice  in  reference  to  certain  parliamentary  blue 
books  and  other  printed  documents. 

But  this  did  not  authorize  a  party  to  refer  to  documents 
not  previously  in  existence  but  prepared  for  the  purpose  of 
the  case :  in  other  words  a  party  could  not  avoid  setting  out 
matter  in  his  answer  either  in  the  body  of  it  or  in  a  schedule 
by  putting  this  matter  into  a  separate  document  and  then 
referring  to  it :  Telford  v.  Buskin,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  148,  p.  149, 
where  the  defendant  made  out  some  accounts  in  a  book,  and 
referred  to  them  in  his  answer  but  refused  to  set  them  out  on 
the  ground  that  to  do  so  would  expose  the  names  and  private 
affairs  (see  as  to  this  objection  post,  p.  306)  of  his  customers : 
and  see  Ahager  v.  Johnson,  4  Yes.  p.  224. 


(f)  Accounts. 

The  question  of  setting  out  accounts  in  answer  to  interro- 
gatories has  been  considered  in  connection  with  the  subject 
of  consequential  disco veiy,  see  ante,  pp.  21,  25 — 34. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  here  that  discovery  of  accounts  which 
are  consequentially  relevant,  and  not  material  for  the  deter- 
mination of  any  question  at  the  hearing,  (not  sufficiently 
material  at  that  stage  see  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  6,  ante,  p.  108) 
will  as  a  rule  under  the  provisions  of  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  6,  20, 
be  postponed  unless  they  are  such  as  may  be  material  for  the 
purposes  considered  ante,  p.  28. 

Qu.  whether  in  any  case  minute  and  detailed  accounts  such 
as  might  have  to  be  given  after  decree  would  be  enforced : 
see  Elmer  v.  Creasy,  L.  E.  9  Ch.  p.  73 :  or  at  all  events  the 
court  would  consider  what  useful  object  could  be  served  by 
compelling  such  an  account :  see  Lockett  v.  Lockett,  L.  R.  4 
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Oh.  p.  341,  referring  to  Whiie  v.  Barker,  5  D.  Gh.  &  Sm.  746 : 
oertainly  not  where  inspection  oan  be  offered,  see  post :  and 
see  Robinson  v.  Lamond,  5  Jnr.  240. 

A  party  was  not  only  not  bound  to  set  oat  aooounts  in  full, 
he  was  not  even  jnstifled  in  doing  so  though  the  terms  of  the 
interrogatories  might  apparently  warrant  him  in  doing  so : 
see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  632.  But  where  the  adversary  pertina- 
oiously  insisted  on  a  full  disclosure  Lord  Eldon  doubted 
whether  he  coidd  reasonably  be  allowed  to  object  to  the 
disclosure  made  in  consequence  of  his  so  insisting :  Norway  v. 
Rowe,  1  Mer.  p.  356 :  and  see  Rohson  v.  Brougham^  19  L.  J, 
Oh.  465. 

Undue  prolixity  in  setting  out  accounts  might  undoubtedly 
amount  to  impertinence :  see  ante,  sub-sect.  (d). 

Items  in  accounts  should  not  have  been  given  unless  speci- 
fically called  for :  Noi^ay  v.  Rowe. 

No  rule  however  could  be  laid  down  as  to  the  minuteness 
with  which  they  might  be  given  without  degenerating  into 
impertinence.  It  must  have  depended  on  the  nature  of  the 
case  and  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  required.  See  the 
following  cases,  and  Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  pp.  631 — 632 :  Frend  v. 
JackOy  1  Mer.  357,  n. :  Norway  v.  Rowe,  1  Mer.  347 :  McMorris 
V.  UllioU,  8  Pri.  674 :  Slack  v.  JEmna,  7  Pri.  278,  n. :  Akagei- 
V.  Johnson,  4  Ves.  217 :  Byde  v.  Masterman,  0.  &  P.  265 : 
Marshall  v.  Mellersh,  6  Beav.  558 :  Tench  v.  Cheese,  1  Beav. 
571 :  Oompertz  v.  Best,  1  T.  &  0.  114 :  Parker  v.  Ibirlte,  1 
T.  &  E.  362  :  Lowe  v.  Williams,  2  S.  &  S.  p.  574 :  and  see 
ante,  p.  124. 

The  accounts  were  generally  set  out  in  a  schedule. 

In  many  cases  where  great  labour  and  expense  amounting 
to  oppression  would  be  involved  in  setting  out  the  required 
accoimts,  a  party  was  justified  in  referring  to  books  in  which 
the  accounts  were  contained  and  offering  inspection  of  them 
to  his  opponent  for  this  purpose :  Telford  v.  Ruskin,  1  Dr.  & 
Sm.  p.  149 :  White  v.  Barker,  5  D.  G.  &  S.  746,  p.  762 : 
Christian  v.  Taylor,  11  Sim.  401,  p.  408 :  White  v.  WiUiains, 
8  Ves.  p.  193  :  Drake  v.  Symes,  Johns.  646 :  Wigr.  PL  283  : 
Alsager  v.  Johnson,  p.  224 :  Alison  v.  Do.  ante,  p.  30  (where 
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an  executor  was  allowed  to  answer  by  verifying  accounts 
already  delivered) :  and  see  ante^  sub-sect.  (e). 


(g)    As  to  Atmcering  according  to  Knowledge  Information 

Remembrance  and  Belief. 

The  party  must  answer  according  to  the  best  and  utmost 
of  his  knowledge  information  remembrance  and  belief :  see 
19th  Ord.  1841 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  627 :  A.  G.  v.  Bees,  12 
Beav.  p.  54  :  The  Minnehahay  L.  B.  3  A.  &  E.  p.  152 :  and 
Li/ell  V.  Kennedy^  9  App.  Cas.  p.  85. 

He  must  either  admit  the  fact  or  deny  having  any  know- 
ledge or  information  on  the  subject  or  any  recollection  of  it 
and  declare  himself  unable  to  form  any  belief  concerning  it : 
Bedes.  PI.  44  :  or  must  use  some  expressions  equivalent 
thereto :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  628 :  Amherst  v.  King,  2  S.  &  S. 
183. 

"  Belief  or  otherwise  "  has  generally  been  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  628 :  A.  G.  v.  Rees^  12  Beav.  p.  54 : 
Robinson  v.  Lamondy  15  Jur.  240 :  but  under  some  circum- 
stances it  may  not  be  sufficient,  where  for  instance  there  may 
be  ground  for  suspicion  that  the  party  wishes  to  evade  swear- 
ing as  to  his  information:  see  A.  G.  v.  Rees,  12  Beav.  50  and 
Robinson  v.  Lamondy  15  Jur.  240  :  and  see  as  to  information 
of  agents,  post^  (B)  at  p.  140. 

"  It  may  be  true  for  anything  he  knows  to  the  contrary  " 
is  not  alone  sufficient :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  628,  referring  to 
Amherst  v.  King^  2  S.  &  S.  183. 

"  No  documents  &c,  to  his  knowledge  "  is  not  sufficient : 
Mad.  ii.  517. 

An  admission  of  belief  seems  to  have  been  treated  as  an 
admission  of  the  fact  in  ordinary  cases :  see  Potter  v.  Potter y 
1  Ves.  sen.  274 ;  but  in  Hill  v.  Binney^  6  Ves.  737  it  was 
treated  as  doubtful:  and  qu.,  for  see  ante^  p.  118,  citing 
Bramwell,  L.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy.  Qu.  whether  for  this  or 
any  other  purpose  (see  post^  p.  502)  ^'  I  am  informed "  is 


f 
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equivalent  to  "  I  believe  "  as  said  in  Woodhatch  v.  Freeland^ 
11  W.  E.  398. 

As  to  fcu^ts  not  happening  within  his  own  knowledge  (see 
as  to  what  is  personal  knowledge  per  Lord  Watson  in  Lyell 
V.  Kennedy^  p.  90)  he  must  answer  as  to  his  information  and 
belief  and  not  his  information  merely  without  stating  any 
belief  either  one  way  or  the  other :  Coop.  Eq.  PI.  3 1*5 :  as  to 
the  act  of  another  whioh  defendant  does  not  oertainly  know 
he  ought  to  say  he  thinks  or  believes  it  to  be  true  or  does  not, 
and  not  say  only  that  he  has  heard :  Wyatt,  P.  R.  14.*  But 
qu.  whether  if  he  states  that  he  has  formed  no  belief  on  the 
subjeot  he  can  be  pressed  further :  see  Lord  Watson  in  Lyell 
V.  Kennedy y  9  App.  Cas.  pp.  90 — 91 :  and  Nelson  v.  Pomfordy 
posty  p.  129.  See  as  to  what  is  belief :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  pp. 
90 — 91,  per  Lord  Watson. 

He  is  also  bound  to  state  the  grounds  on  which  his  belief 
is  founded  in  order  that  the  reality  and  value  of  his  belief 
may  be  tested:  per  Lord  Watson  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy ^  9  App. 
Cas.  p.  22  :  see  also  the  interrogatories  in  Wood  v.  HitchinSy 
3  Beav.  504 :  (see  also  ante^  p.  118,  as  to  his  being  at  liberty 
to  state  the  grounds)  :  see  further  as  to  this  case,  pasty  pp. 
129,  130 :  and  as  to  his  obligation  to  disclose  his  information, 
poBty  (B)  at  p.  134.  See  also  Re  BarnecCs  Banking  Co,  L.  R. 
2  Ch.  p.  353,  where  it  was  held  admissible  to  ask  a  liquidator 
as  witness,  but  who  was  for  this  purpose  in  the  same  position 
as  a  defendant,  as  to  the  grounds  and  the  materials  on  which 
he  had  come  to  a  particular  conclusion,  and  in  particular  per 
Cairns,  L.  J.  the  grounds  on  which  he  founded  his  belief. 

(fit)  As  to  his  recollection  of  matters  within  his  own  know- 
ledge (1)  generally  (2)  in  particular  of  the  contents  of  docu- 
ments. 

{&)  As  to  his  information. 


*  And  the  form  of  Bwoaring  an  answer  is  framed  on  thiB  footing,  that  is 
to  say,  the  party  swears  that  as  to  his  own  acts  and  deeds  it  is  true  to  his 
knowledge,  and  as  to  those  of  other  persons  he  belieres  it  to  be  troe :  see 
Braithw.  38S:  A.  Q,  y.  Hudton,  9  Ha.  App.  63. 
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(a)  As  to  his  Recolkctian  of  Matters  within  his  oim  Kfwwkdge 
(1)  Generality  (2)  In  particular  of  the  Contents  of  Documents, 

(1)  Generally, 

Lord  Clarendon  seems  to  have  made  an  order  that  an 
answer  to  a  matter  charged  as  the  defendant's  own  act  must 
be  direct  without  saying  it  is  to  his  remembrance  or  as  he 
believeth,  if  it  be  laid  as  done  within  seven  years  before : 
see  Beames,  Ord.  28—29:  Wyatt,  P.  R.  13.  And  so 
it  is  laid  down  in  Coop.  Eq.  PI.  314,  as  to  facts  within 
the  defendant's  own  knowledge  (see  ante)  happening  within 
six  years,  or  being  recent :  see  Williams  v.  Leighton  :  and 
Oswald  V.  Pennant^  Tothill,  9 :  and  in  Spence,  Eq.  Jur.  680, 
within  three  years.  But  the  court  might  find  special  cause 
to  dispense  with  so  positive  an  answer :  Wyatt,  P.  R.  14. 

With  respect  to  this  rule  Lord  Langdale  in  Nikon  v. 
Ponsfordy  4  Beav.  p.  43,  expressed  himself  thus,  "  With  regard 
to  the  rule  stated  that  a  man  must  either  admit  or  deny  his 
own  recent  acts,  it  is  possible  that  a  defendant  with  the  most 
delicate  conscience  may  be  unable  to  do  so  :  and  I  know  of 
no  means  by  which  a  discovery  can  be  obtained  from  a 
defendant  as  to  matters  on  which  he  swears  he  is  ignorant. 
All  that  the  court  can  do  is  to  get  from  him  such  an  answer 
as  he  swears  he  is  able  to  give :  it  can  do  no  more  than 
compel  him  to  state  the  impression  on  his  mind.  If  his  state- 
ment be  imtrue  he  will  be  liable  to  the  penalties  of  perjury." 
See  also  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  ante,  p.  128,  per  Lord  Watson : 
a,nipo8ty  p.  133,  as  to  interrogating  in  detail. 

Reference  may  also  be  made  to  a  passage  in  Lord  Eldon's 
judgment  in  Farquharson  v.  Balfour ^  T.  &  R.  p.  204,  where 
he  points  out  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  satisfied  with  what 
the  conscience  of  the  defendant  would  allow  him  to  swear, 
for  that  the  court  could  give  him  no  more,  it  could  not  on  the 
question  of  insufficiency  try  whether  it  was  true  or  not :  and 
see  also  Lord  Hatherley's  observations  cited  ante^  p.  86: 
and  see  posty  p.  146. 

In  Newton  v.  BimeSy  3  Jur.  N.  8.  583,  Wood,  V.  0.  would 
not  allow  a  party  to  say  he  had  no  recollection  or  belief  as  to 
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matters  which  must  have  been  within  his  own  knowledge  or 
as  to  his  own  acts  which  occurred  four  years  previously. 

In  Hall  V.  Bodley^  1  Vem.  470  it  was  held  sufficient  where 
the  defendant  said  that  he  received  no  more  than  such  a  sum 
to  his  remembrance. 


(2)  In  particular  as  to  his  Recollection   of  the   Contents  of 

Documents. 

It  is  not  possible  to  lay  down  any  dejQnite  propositions  in 
connection  with  the  subject. 

It  is  clear  that  the  rigid  rule  obtaining  at  common  law,* 
under  which  interrogatories  enquiring  into  the  contents  of 
written  documents  were  altogether  inadmissible,  unless  they 
were  lost,  no  longer  obtains :  it  is  not  clear  that  the  chancery 
practice  on  the  subject  of  setting  out  the  contents  of  documents 
is  to  be  applied  indiscriminately  and  universally  (see  ante^ 
pp.  6, 7,  generally  as  to  conflicting  rules  of  law  and  equity) :  it 
is  not  clear  what  the  chancery  practice  was  or  would  have 
been  on  the  exact  point. 

The  chancery  practice  on  the  subject  generally  of  setting 
out  the  contents  of  documents  is  considered  posty  p.  132. 

In  some  cases  where  the  document  is  referred  to  in  the 
opponent's  pleading  (or  perhaps  in  an  affidavit)  and  is  in  his 
possession  inspection  can  before  answering  be  obtained  under 
Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  15 — 18,  or  at  all  events  the  opponent  will  be 
prevented  from  using  it  in  evidence  if  he  refuses  inspection :  see 


*  At  common  law  interrogatories  asking  for  the  contents  of  written  docu- 
ments were  altogether  inadmissible  :  Arch.  Fr.  p.  1149 :  Lush,  Pr.  p.  855 — 
866  :  Serachjteld  v.  Clark,  11  Ex.  712 :  JRew  v.  Hutchim,  10  0.  B.  N.  S.  829 : 
unless  they  were  lost,  or  at  all  events  unless  a  prim&  facie  case  was  made  out 
of  their  being  lost,  in  which  case  secondary  evidence  would  be  admissible : 
Wolverhamptim,  ^.  Co.  v.  Hawktford,  28  L.  J.  0.  P.  198,  where  under  such 
circumstances  the  party  was  ordered  to  answer  whether  he  executed  a 
contract,  the  answer  not  to  be  used  unless  the  loss  was  satisfactorily  proved 
at  the  trial. 

In  Rew  V.  HutchiMy  the  dates  of  certain  correspondence  between  the 
plaintiff  and  other  persons,  the  places  and  persons  were  ordered  to  be  given, 
but  not  the  contento  of  the  correspondence. 

Interrogatories  were  not  allowed  to  contradict  a  written  instrument: 
Moor  V.  Roberta,  26  L.  J.  C.  P.  246. 


INTERROGATORIES.  131 

post^  Chap.  VI.  (qu.  whether  this  is  in  accordance  with  the  old 
chancery  practice,  see  pasty  p.  133) :  and  perhaps  also  where 
it  is  not  so  referred  to :  see  Dalrymple  v.  Leslie^  post. 

It  is  a  legitimate  practice  for  the  party  to  offer  documents 
for  his  opponent's  inspection*  and  to  inteirogate  liim  thereto. 
And  see  the  old  chancery  practice,  posty  p.  132. 

The  only  case  on  the  suhject  since  the  Jud.  Act  is 
Dalrymple  v.  Leslie^  8  Q.  B.  D.  6 :  (but  see  Lyell  v.  Km- 
nedt/y  cited  posty  p.  392)  where  the  question  was  discussed  at 
some  length.  It  was  an  action  for  libel  and  the  defendant, 
being  asked  whether  she  had  written  a  letter  to  a  third  per- 
son containing  certain  defamatory  statements,  or  other  state- 
ments to  the  same  effect,  or  what  statements,  answered  that 
to  the  best  of  her  recollection  and  belief  she  never  made  those 
statements  in  the  letter  which  she  admitted  she  had  written, 
or  any  of  those  exact  statements,  and  that  she  had  no  copy 
of  the  letter  and  could  not  recollect  with  exactness  what  the 
statements  contained  therein  were:  and  it  was  held  by 
Bowen  and  Grove,  JJ.  affirming  lindley,  J.  that  it  was 
sufficient,  Bowen,  J.  at  p.  7  considering  it  to  be  a  question 
not  of  discretion  but  of  right.  At  p.  8  the  same  judge  con- 
sidered that  it  was  legitimate  to  obtain  admissions  through 
interrogatories  as  to  written  documents  for  the  purpose  of 
simplifying  proof,  but  that  a  party  could  not  be  compelled 
to  set  out  his  imperfect  recollection  of  a  document  not  pro- 
duced for  his  inspection,  which  was  not  suggested  to  be  lost 
or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  which  for  any- 
thing that  appeared  to  the  contrary  might  even  be  in  the 
possession  of  the  interrogating  party;  that  at  common  law 
when  a  party  was  interrogated  as  to  the  contents  of  an  exist- 
ing written  document  not  in  his  possession  he  was  allowed  to 
see  it  before  he  answered  (and  so  now  if  referred  to  in  the 
opponent's  pleading  and  in  his  possession,  see  ante),  and  that 
this  rule  was  not  altered  by  the  Jud.  Act;  and  that  the 
passage  cited  from  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  (see  post)  did  not  show  that 


*  Or  to  annex  a  copy  of  the  document  to  the  interrogatories  and  offer  the 
original  for  inspection. 

k2 
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in  chancery  a  party  could  by  interrogatories  get  such  secon- 
dary e\idenoe  without  accounting  prim&  facie  for  the  pro- 
duction of  the  original.  In  the  same  case  Grove,  J.  consi- 
dered that  in  an  action  of  this  kind  at  all  events  it  was 
sufficient  for  a  defendant  to  say  that  he  could  not  recollect 
with  exactness  the  contents  of  an  alleged  libellous  letter,  for 
that  otherwise  he  might  state  the  contents  to  be  of  a  more 
libellous  or  a  less  libellous  character,  and  in  either  case  his 
statement  might  be  prejudicially  used  against  him,  and,  in 
reference  to  the  different  practice  obtaining  in  chancery  and 
at  common  law  as  to  interrogatories  enquiring  into  the 
contents  of  written  documents,  between  which  it  was  not 
necessary  then  to  decide  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  7),  pointed 
to  the  distinction  which  he  conceived  to  exist  between  the  old 
chancery  practice,  where,  the  evidence  being  docimientary,  it 
was  necessary  there  should  be  stringent  powers  of  getting  the 
truth  out,  and  a  common  law  action,  where  oral  evidence 
subject  to  cross-examination  was  the  mode  of  getting  at  the 
truth,  and  where  interrogatories  were  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  admissions  to  save  expense. 

In  an  Irish  case  Fitzgihhon  v.  Oreer,  9  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  294,  an 
action  for  libel  founded  on  a  letter  to  the  Commissioners  of 
the  Qreat  Seal,  the  plaintiff  having  interrogated  as  to  the 
contents,  it  was  said  ^'  Can  you  force  him  to  give  an  account 
of  a  document  in  existence  and  not  forthcoming  P  " 

The  chancery  practice. 

The  ohanoery  practice  is  thus  described  in  Dan.  Ch.  Fr.  pp.  305,  306 : 
where  a  plaintitf  wished  to  obtain  from  the  defendant  an  amnission  as  to 
some  document  in  his  (the  plaintiffs)  possession  it  was  formerly  usual  to 
leave  the  document  in  court  and  to  pray  that  the  defendant  might  inspect  it 
and  then  answer :  *  but  latterly  the  practice  was  merely  to  state  in  the  bill 
the  date  of,  parties  to,  and  substance  of  the  document  relied  on  by  the 


*  A  plaintiff  might  say  in  his  bill  that  he  had  left  certain  instruments  in 
the  hands  of  his  derk  in  court  in  order  that  the  defendant  might  inspect 
them  or  according  to  the  more  ancient  practice  he  might  pray  that  after 
inspection  the  defendant  might  answer  the  interrogatories :  see  Liord  Eldon 
in  Princcat  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool^  1  Sw.  p.  123 :  in  Farnsworth  y.  Yeoman,  2 
Mer.  142,  this  ancient  practice  seems  to  have  been  followed:  so  for  the 
purpose  of  calling  upon  Uie  defendant  to  speaJk  to  the  handwriting :  Taggart 
V.  Hewlett,  1  Mer.  p.  499:  Auriolv.  Smith,  18  Ves.  pp.  201,  204. 

Lord  Langdale  in  Shspherd  y.  Morris,  1  ]3eay.  p.  179,  seems  to  doubt  this 
practice. 
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plaintid,  and  then  interrogate  whether  a  deed  of  the  nature  of  that  set  forth 
was  not  duly  executed  hj  and  between  the  parties  stated  or  some  or  one  and 
which  of  them,  and  whether  it  did  not  bear  the  date  and  was  not  to  the 
purport  or  effect  before  set  out  or  of  some  and  what  other  date  or  to  some 
and  what  other  purport  or  effect,  so  as  to  draw  from  the  defendant  either 
an  admission  or  a  denial  of  the  deed  and  of  all  knowledge  of  it  or  of  its  exe- 
cution date  and  contents,  or  else  a  statement  of  the  defendant's  knowledge 
or  belief  of  the  parties  by  whom  it  was  executed,  and  of  its  date  tenor  and 
effect.  And  at  p.  305  special  reference  is  made  to  the  importance  of  obtain- 
ing admissions  of  the  contents  of  a  deed  or  agreement  or  other  instrument 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  which  is  lost  or  mislaid. 

In  Nehtyn  v.  Fotifford  (cited  ante,  p.  129)  the  defendant  was  interrogated 
as  to  an  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  of  which  specific  performance  was  being 
'  sought,  whether  it  was  not  in  the  words  or  to  the  effect  set  out  in  the  bill  or 
what  other  words  or  effect,  and  in  particular  whether  the  term  was  not  to 
commence  from  the  time  there  mentioned  or  what  other  time :  the  defendant 
stated  that  by  arrangement  the  agreement  (dated  1835)  had  been  burnt  in 
1839  (the  suit  being  brought  in  1841),  and  that  he  was  unable  to  set  forth 
as  to  his  knowledge,  &c.  whether,  &o.  Lord  Langdale  thought  it  was 
probable  that  the  defendant  knew  more  than  was  stated  in  the  answer  and 
that  if  he  were  interrogated  step  by  step  as  to  the  rent  and  other  particulars 
he  might  be  able  to  answer  some  of  those  particulars,  but  as  he  was  only 
asked  generally  whether  the  agreement  was  not  to  a  particular  or  what 
effect  the  answer  was  sufficient.  See  ante,  p.  129,  further  commenting  on 
this  case,  and  as  to  the  party's  belief. 

This  case  is  referred  to  in  the  note  to  Bedes.  Fl.  45  in  illustration  of  the 
proposition  that  particular  interrogatories  may  be  legitimately  put  to  call 
matters  to  the  party's  remembrance  where  he  might  otherwise  inadvertently, 
and  not  through  wilful  evasion,  state  that  he  was  unable  to  afford  informa- 
tion: and  BGQ  post,  p.  223:  and  ante,  p.  110. 

'■  The  defendant  *  was  unable  to  obtain  discovery  or  production  of  docu- 
ments until  he  had  put  in  a  sufficient  answer,  see  post,  p.  161.  In  a  number 
of  cases,  all  cited  post,  p.  247  to  p.  251,  where  the  plaintiff  charged  and 
interrogated  as  to  the  nature  or  contents  of  or  otherwise  in  reference  to 
particular  documents  the  defendant  attempted  to  get  the  time  for  answering 
extended  until  after  the  plaintiff  had  produced  them  for  his  inspection.  The 
applications  were  on  principle  generally  refused  (partly  on  technical  grounds 
Bee  post,  p.  248),  as  being  attempts  to  find  out  what  evidence  they  had  to 
meet  before  framing  their  case.  The  three  cases  of  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liver- 
pool, citedipost,  p.  248:  Taylor  v.  Hemming,  cited  post,  p.  249  :  and  Shepherd  y. 
Morris,  cited  post,  p.  249 :  where  the  application  was  successful,  were  dis- 
approved or  at  all  events  only  supported  on  their  special  and  peculiar 
grounds.  No  doubt  at  that  period  the  answer  comprised  also  the  defence, 
and  it  was  mainly  perhaps  from  that  point  of  view  that  the  matter  was 
considered.  But  considerations  of  this  kind  apply  in  a  measure  to  answering 
interrogatories.  It  might  be  a  matter  of  great  importance  to  a  party  in 
framing  his  answers  to  know  beforehand  what  could  be  said  on  the  other 
side,  or  what  documents  his  adversary  had  relating  to  the  question.  In 
A.  G.Y.  Gaskill,  20  Ch.  D.  619,  p.  527  the  Court  of  Appeal  on  this  ground 
refused  to  entertain  an  objection  by  the  defendant  that  he  ought  not  to  be 
called  upon  to  give  his  version  of  what  took  place  at  a  particular  interview 
in  answer  to  interrogatories  until  he  had  seen  what  account  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor  gave  of  it.  And  see  Bk.  III.  Oh.  IX.  Sect.  6  as  to  the  priority 
of  right  to  discovery. 
.  ■  I  ... 

*  A  plaintiff  could  as  a  matter  of  course  get  an  extension  of  time  for 
answering  a  cross  bill  until  the  defendant  had  complied  with  an  order  for 
production :  see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  644 :  Holmes  v.  Baddeley,  7  Beav.  69  where 
the  order  for  production  was  under  appeal  and  where  the  plaintiff  filed  an 
affidavit  that  inspection  was  material  and  necessary  for  his  answer. 
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But  though  a  defendant  had  no  right  in  ohanceiy  to  oall 
for  inspection  before  answering,  it  seems  that  where  he  was 
unable  to  put  in  a  proper  or  sufficient  answer  to  the  plain- 
tiff's interrogatories  without  inspecting  certain  documents  in 
his  possession,  he  might  call  on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the 
documents  for  his  inspection;  if  the  plaintiff  refused  he 
might  aUege  his  inabiUty  to  give  a  sufficient  anawer  for  this 
reason,  and  the  plaintiff  was  then  unable  to  complain  of  such 
insufficiency :  see  PickeiHng  v.  Rigby^  18  Ves.  484 :  Penford  v. 
Nunny  5  Sim.  409,  dtoiposty  p.  247,  and  p.  249. 


(/S)  As  to  his  Information. 

I      The  party  is  bound  to  disclose  anything  of  which  he  has 
knowledge  or  information  at  the  time  the  discovery  is  sought 
•  of  him.     In  addition  to  this  he  is  boimd  in  respect  of  certain 
I   matters  to  seek  information  from  documents  and  from  persons. 
I       If  as  between  the  party  and  his  opponent  the  opponent  is 
!   entitled  to  an  answer  to  the  question  he  must  answer  it  satis- 
factorily, or  at  least  show  the  court  that  he  has  done  so  as 
far  as  his  means  of  information  will  permit :  Taylor  v.  Rundellj 
Cr.  &  Ph.  pp.  Ill — 112.     If  it  is  in  his  power  to  give  the 
discovery  ne  must  give  it :  if  it  is  not,  he  must  show  that 
he  has  done  his  best  to  procure  the  means  of  giving  it :  ibid. 
p.  113 :  and  see  InglessiY.  Spartaliy  29  Beav.  p.  567:  Thomas 
\  V.  Lethbridgey  9  Ves.  462 :  Mid  post,  p.  220,  as  to  the  affidavit 
of  documents. 

The  question  then  is  what  is  information  in  his  power,  or 
what  are  his  means  of  information  for  this  purpose. 

(1)  As  to  documents  in  his  possession  or  power,  (2)  as  to 
information  of  agents,  (3)  as  to  information  of  other  persons. 


(1)  As  to  Documents  in  his  Possession  or  Power. 

He  must,  if  necessary,  examine  documents  in  his  possession 
or  power. 

Where  a  corporation  answered  without  causing  a  diligent  examination  to 
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be  made  of  all  the  doonments  in  their  possession  or  power  and  alleged 
ignorance  of  the  information  required,  and  afterwards  when  the  documents 
were  inspected  the  required  information  was  found  therein,  the  court  inferred 
a  disposition  to  obstruct  and  resist  the  course  of  j  ustice,  and  made  them  pay 
the  costs  of  the  suit :  A,  G,  y.  Betford,  2  M.  &  K.  35. 

In  his  Power. 

A  party  is  bound  to  inspect  and  answer  as  to  the  contents 
of  all  documents  that  are  in  his  possession  or  power :  and  all 
which  he  has  a  right  to  inspect  provided  he  can  enforce  that 
right  are  in  his  power :  Taylor  v.  Rundellj  1  Ph.  p.  226.  See 
as  to  documents,  the  subject  of  a  covenant  for  production 
Bethelly.  Casaony  cited  ^o^^,  p.  208. 

He  is  not  bound  to  go  and  search  public  books  to  give  in- 
fonnation  contained  therein,  although  if  he  has  the  knowledge 
he  must  give  it :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy y  cited  posty  p.  392, 
(rate  books) :  Bsulpoaty  pp.  142 — 143. 

The  distinction  may  here  be  pointed  out  between  ordering  a  party  to  pro- 
duce documents  in  which  he  has  only  a  partial  ownership  or  no  ownership  at 
all,  and  ordering  him  to  giye  a  list  or  disclose  the  contents  of  such  documents, 
(or  produce  any  copies  of  them  which  are  in  his  sole  legal  possession :  see 
nerey  y.  Ferrer*,  poat,  p.  203,  as  to  copies).  He  cannot  be  ordered  to  produce 
the  documents  because  he  is  unable  to  do  so ;  other  persons  not  before  the 
court  have  a  property  in  them:  see  post,  p.  196.  But  where  discoyery  only 
IB  required,  the  only  question  being  whether  as  between  himself  and  his  op- 
ponent the  opponent  is  entitled  to  an  answer,  if  he  is  entitled,  the  party  is 
bound  to  answer  the  question  satisfactorily  or  at  least  show  the  court  that  he 
has  done  so  as  far  as  his  means  of  information  wiU  permit,  and  inasmuch  as 
if  he  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  documents  he  has  the  means  of  information 
the  court  can  compel  bim  to  exercise  that  right :  see  Taylor  y .  Bundell,  Or.  & 
Ph.  pp.  Ill— 1 12 :  and  see  Swanston  y.  Lishman,  46  L.  T.  36,  cited  poat,  p.  226, 
pointing  out  the  distinction :  and  see  also  post,  pp.  206,  306.  Further,  if 
whether  he  has  a  right  of  inspection  or  not,  he  has  any  knowledge  of  their 
contents  at  the  time  he  is  interrogated  he  is  bound  to  disclose  such  know- 
ledge: and  aeepo$t,  p.  142. 

Where  he  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  documents  not  only 
must  he  attempt  to  exercise  that  right  and  show  that  the 
parties  in  possession  of  the  documents  have  refused  him 
access:  Taylor  v.  Rundelly  11  Sim.  391 :  on  app.  Cr.  &  Ph. 
104 ;  and  therefore  that  there  is  a  physical  impossibility  to 
give  the  access :  Stuart  v.  But€y  11  Sim.  442,  pp.  451,  453  : 
but  he  must  take  proceedings  (and  the  court  ^dll  give  him 
time  to  do  so :  Taylor  v.  Bundelly  Or.  &  Ph.  p.  113)  for  the 
purpose  of  exercising  or  vindicating  this  right,  and  this  is  so 
not  only  in  the  case  where  a  party's  solicitor  wrongfully 
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refuses  him  access  to  his  (the  client*s)  documents  :  Taylor  v. 
Rundell,  Cr.  &  Ph.  p.  113 :  or  where  his  own  agent  does  so  : 
ibid.  1  Ph.  p.  225  :  but  whenever  documents  as  to  the  contents 
of  which  he  is  required  to  speak  are  in  his  custody  possession 
or  power  and  are  wrongfully  withheld  from  him  :  ibid.  pp. 
225 — 226.  It  seems  therefore  that  it  is  not  suflBcient  to  say 
that  his  attempt  to  inspect  met  with  such  an  opposition  as 
amounted  to  a  civil  representation  that  if  he  persisted  force 
would  be  used  as  suggested  in  Stuart  v.  ButCy  12  Sim.  p.  462. 
A  partner:  Stuart  v.  Bute^  11  Sim.  p.  452:  12  Sim. 
pp.  461 — 462 :  or  a  director  of  an  association :  Taylor  v. 
Bundell,  11  Sim.  391,  afiBrmed  Cr.  &  Ph.  104  :  1  T.  &  C.  C.  0. 
128,  p.  131 :  1  Phill.  p.  225 :  would  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances have  a  right  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  docu- 
ments of  the  partnership  or  association.  Where  such  a  person 
excuses  himself  from  answering  interrogatories  requiring  a 
list  or  the  contents  of  such  documents  on  the  ground  that  his 
co-partners  have  refused  him  permission  to  inspect  them  it  is 
obviously  insufficient,  for  primA  facie  no  permission  is  neces- 
sary :  Stuart  v.  Bute,  11  Sim.  p.  452 :  12  Sim.  pp.  461 — 462. 
There  may  be  some  special  contract  depriving  a  person  of  the 
ordinary  rights  of  a  partner :  but  then  he  must  explain  the 
circumstances :  he  cannot  debar  himself  from  exercising  that 
right  by  concurring  with  his  partners  in  giving  a  direction 
imder  which  he  is  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  the  documents 
without  their  permission,  unless  it  amounts  to  a  contract: 
Stuart  V.  Bute,  11  Sim.  p.  452 :  12  Sim.  pp.  461—462.  So 
where  a  director  of  an  association  is  refused  access  by  his  co- 
directors  :  Taylor  v.  Rundell.  The  facts  in  the  above  cited 
cases  of  Stuart  v.  Bute  and  Taylor  v.  Rundell  were  as 
follows : — 

In  Taylor  v.  RmdeU,  11  Sim.  491 :  aflSrmed  Cr.  &  Ph.  104,  a  suit  for 
accounts  of  working  of  mines  by  lessors  against  lessees,  the  defendants,  being 
the  trustees  of  these  mines  for  and  three  of  the  directors  of  a  mining  asso- 
ciation, were  required  to  answer  interrogatories  as  to  documents  in  the  pos- 
session of  themselves  or  their  agents,  and  also,  see  (>.  &  Ph.  p.  107,  to  give 
discovery  as  to  the  working  of  the  mines ;  they  scheduled  documents  in  the 
possession  of  the  secretary  of  the  association  in  England  but  said  they  were 
unable  to  state  what  documents  there  were  in  the  possession  of  the  agent  of 
the  association  in  America,  or  to  give  the  required  discovery,  for  that  the 
only  knowledge  they  had  was  contained  in  the  documents  of  the  aasooiation, 
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that  these  docmnenta  were  not  in  their  own  possession  or  power  in  any  other 
sense  than  that  they  and  their  co-directors  sitting  as  a  hoard  could  order  them 
to  he  inspected,  and  that  as  individuals  they  had  no  authority  to  make  use  of 
them  except  hy  an  order  of  the  hoard,  and  that  they  had  nu  permission  from 
the  directors  to  use  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  on  the  contrary  that 
the  directors  declined  to  allow  them  to  use  them.  .  The  answer  was  held  in- 
sufficient hy  Shadwell,  Y.  G.  on  the  ground  that  they  were  hound  to  apply 
to  the  agent  abroad  for  a  list  of  the  documents,  and  by  Lord  Gotteuham  (see 
Gr.  &  Ph.  p.  113)  that  they  were  hound  to  apply  to  the  directors  for  permis- 
sion to  haye  access  to  the  documents  of  the  association  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  the  required  discoyery. 

In  a  similar  suit  between  the  same  parties  in  respect  of  other  mines,  a 
decree  had  been  made,  and  interrogatories  of  a  similar  nature  were  adminis- 
tered to  the  defendants.  In  view  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Gottenham  in  the 
other  suit  tCey  applied  to  the  board  to  permit  them  to  have  access  to  tlie 
documents :  the  board  refused  them  acoess  and  passed  a  resolution  to  prevent 
any  oi  their  officers  from  supplying  the  required  information  :  an  application 
to  the  agent  in  America  was  also  refused :  the  answer  was  held  insufficient : 
1  r.  &  G.  G.  G.  128 :  for  they  could  not  be  heard  to  say,  p.  131,  that  their 

Sartners  or  fellow  directors  had  passed  a  resolution  refusing  them  access  to 
ocuments  which  prima  facie  shomd  be  accessible  to  them,  and  they  had  not 
shown  that  they  could  not  inspect  them.  Finally  the  matter  came  before 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  1  Ph.  222,  it  being  admitt^  that  they  had  done  everything 
they  could  to  get  inspection  short  of  filing  a  bill,  and  it  was  held,  see  ante^ 
p.  135,  that  they  must  if  necessary  take  proceedings. 

In  Stuart  v.  Bute^  1 1  Sim.  442,  the  defendant,  being  required  to  schedule  part- 
nership documents  and  also  certain  entries  therein,  scheduled  the  documents 
but  not  the  entries,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  ignorant  of  them  and  had  no 
right  to  set  forth  the  contents  of  the  books  without  the  consent  of  his  co- 
partners, and  in  an  answer  to  another  interrogatory  he  stated  that  in  con- 
sequence of  an  application  to  the  plaintiff  he  and  his  co-partners  had  given 
directions  to  their  agent  who  had  the  custody  of  the  books  not  to  produce 
them  to  any  person  or  allow  any  stranger  to  inspect  them  without  their 
authority.  The  answer  was  held  insufficient  on  the  grounds  above  (see  ante) 
stated,  and  further  that  even  assuming  the  consent  of  the  partners  necessary 
he  did  not  say  they  had  refused  their  consent.  The  defendant  thereupon  ap- 
plied for  permission  to  inspect  and  take  copies  and  was  refused.  The  Vice 
Ghancellor  still  held  (12  Sim.  460)  the  answer  insufficient  on  the  grounds 
stated  ante  J  namely  that  he  had  not  shown  that  any  permission  was 
necessary. 

Qu.  as  to  the  decision  in  MarUneau  v.  Cox^  cited  post^  p.  226, 
as  to  the  absence  of  any  obligation  on  a  partner  in  England 
to  give  discovery  of  the  partnership  affairs  abroad :  and  see 
post  (2)  as  to  information  of  agents. 

Qu.  whether  it  is  sufficient,  where  partners  are  interrogated 
as  to  the  accounts  of  the  business,  for  one  partner  to  state  the 
result  of  the  accounts  (unfavourably  to  the  plaintiff)  and  the 
other  to  state  his  ignorance  but  that  he  had  been  informed  by 
his  partner  and  believed  that  the  result  of  the  account  was  as 
stated  by  him  in  his  answer,  or  whether  he  is  bound  to  look 
into  the  accoimts  himself  and  give  his  own  view  of  the  result : 
see  Seeley  v.  Boehmy  2  Madd.  176. 
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In  one  oase  the  party  was  ordered  to  get  attested  oopies  of 
particular  entries  in  a  book  :  JFVeeman  v.  Fairlie^  3  Mer.  24  : 
and  see  a  passage  in  Stcanaton  v.  Lishmany  45  L.  T.  360,  re- 
ferred to  postj  p.  226. 

Where  he  has  no  right  to  inspect  the  documents  when  the 
discovery  is  required  of  him,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  give 
information  which  he  is  unable  to  give  without  such  inspec- 
tion. Where  a  defendant,  required  to  schedule  a  company's 
documents,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  was  a  member  of  the 
company,  but  subsequently  before  answer  transferred  his 
shares  and  ceased  to  be  a  member  and  was  therefore  unable 
to  obtain  access  to  the  documents  and  to  give  a  list  of  them, 
it  was  sufficient,  for  by  an  act  out  of  court  he  had  divested 
himself  of  the  power  of  giving  the  discovery,  he  had  ceased 
to  be  a  partner  and  had  no  legal  means  of  obtaining  the  in- 
formation :  Ellicand  v.  McDonnell^  8  Beav.  16,  p.  20.  But  if 
he  has  any  knowledge  of  their  contents  at  the  time  it  is  so 
required  of  him,  he  cannot  refuse  to  disclose  it  on  the  ground 
that  the  documents  are  not  his  own :  see  posty  pp.  142,  305. 


(2)  As  to  Information  of  Agents. 

* 

The  knowledge  of  the  agent  in  the  matter  of  the  agency 
is  or  ought  to  be  the  knowledge  of  the  principal :  and  it  is 
no  answer  to  discovery  to  say  "  all  the  knowledge  is  in  the 
possession  of  my  agent":  it  is  the  party's  duty  to  use  his 
best  efforts  bond,  fide  to  get  all  the  information  he  can  from 
his  agent,  and  he  must  write  to  him  if  necessary:  see  James, 
L.  J.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbiaj  2  Oh.  D.  644, 
p.  657  (where  production  was  ordered  of  a  letter  from  the 
agent  giving  this  information,  professional  privilege  being 
claimed  for  it ;  see  posty  p.  417) :  see  also  Hall  v.  L.  8f  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  35  L.  T.  pp.  848—849  :  and  Lyell  v.  Kennedyy  9 
App.  Cas.  p.  85.  The  knowledge  of  the  agent  as  to  matters 
which  he  has  done  for  and  on  account  of  the  principal,  and 
which  are  in  point  of  law  the  acts  of  the  principal  himself, 
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is  the  knowledge  of  the  prinoipal :  see  Mellish,  L.  J.  ibid. 
p.  659.* 

In  the  Court  of  Ohanoeiy,  where  an  act  was  done  bj  an 
agent  which  the  prinoipal  himself  could  not  have  done,  the 
light  to  require  information  as  to  the  acts  of  such  agent  was 
beyond  all  question :  Baggallaj,  L.  J.  in  Bolckow  v.  Fisher j 
10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  167.  A  party  is  not  excused  from  answering 
with  regard  to  certain  acts  by  saying  that  he  himself  was  not 
present  when  those  acts  might  haye  been  done  but  his  ser- 
yants  or  agents  were,  if  those  acts  were  such  as  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business  would  be  done  by  or  be  known  to 
his  seryants  or  agents :  Brett,  M.  B.  ibid,  p.  169.  Where  a 
party  is  interrogated  as  to  matters  done  or  omitted  to  be 
done  by  his  agents  and  seryants  in  the  course  of  their  employ- 
ment, he  does  not  sufficiently  answer  by  saying  that  he  does 
not  know  and  that  he  has  no  information  on  the  subject. 
He  is  bound  to  go  further,  and  obtain  information  from  such 
agents  or  seryants  of  his,  or  he  must  show  sufficient  reason 
for  not  doing  it :  Lindley,  L.  J.  ibid.  p.  171 :  and  see  Glen* 
gall  y.  Frasevy  2  Ha.  pp.  104 — 105,  and  p.  103,  cited  posty 
p.  142. 

In  Bolckow  y.  Fisher^  10  Q.  B.  D.  161,  an  action  by  cargo  owners  for  loss 
of  cargo  against  the  shipowners,  the  defendants,  being  interrogated  as  to  the 
time  at  wUch  Portland  was  sighted,  as  to  the  state  of  the  weather  the  nayi- 
g^tion  and  course  of  the  ship,  as  to  what  soundings  were  taken  and  otiier 
similar  matters,  answered  as  to  the  first  two  points  but  as  to  the  rest  stated 
that  they  had  no  knowledge  or  information  saye  as  appeared  by  the  protest 
and  other  documents  which  had  been  inspected  by  me  plaintiffs,  and  that 
they  had  not  obtained  statements  thereon  from  the  officers  or  crew  in  charge 
or  on  watch  at  the  time ;  it  was  held  insufficient.  The  log  book  in  this  case 
was  lost. 

Li  MaU  y.  Z.  ^  iV.  W.  S.  Co,  35  L.  T.  848,  an  action  against  the  company 
for  loss  of  casks  deliyered  for  carriage  to  them  or  to  two  firms  of  carriers 
acting  as  their  collecting  agents,  the  company  were  held  bound  to  answer 
through  tiieir  officer  as  to  the  deliyery  to  and  acceptance  by  these  firms  of 


*  The  learned  judge  seems  on  this  page  to  lose  sight  of  the  distinction, 
pointed  out  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  SoutHwarkf  ^e,  Co.  y.  Quiekf  3  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  321,  between  ordering  production  of  the  actual  communicaUon  from  the 
agent  to  the  principal  which  might  under  some  ciroumstanoes  be  priyileffed, 
Bee  post f  p.  416,  and  compelling  the  party  to  disooyer  the  knowledge  which 
he  has  acquired  therefrom.  Nor  is  L^ell  y.  Kennedy ,  9  App.  Gas.  81,  dis- 
cussed post,  p.  362,  opposed  to  this  distinction ;  for  the  gist  of  the  judgments 
in  that  case  was  that  tlie  information  being  admittedly  priyileged,  the  belief 
founded  thereon  must  be  also  priyileged:  here  the  information  is  not 
priyileged. 
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the  casks  as  their  agents,  for  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  the  information 
whether  acquired  through  their  agents  or  not. 

See  also  ante,  p.  75,  as  to  the  obligation  of  a  corporate  body  to  disclose 
the  knowledge  and  information  of  its  agents. 

The  cases  in  which  a  party  has  been  held  bound  to  make  an  affidavit  of 
documents  in  his  agent's  possession  (see  post^  pp.  220,  225)  apply,  for  there 
is  no  difference  in  principle  between  the  obligation  to  state  facts  in  an  affi- 
davit of  documents  and  in  answer  to  inteirogatories :  Lindley,  L.  J.  in 
Bokkow  V.  Fisher,  p.  171 ;  and  eeepost,  p.  220. 

« 

Where  a  party  is  required  to  give  information  on  any 
matter  he  is  not  bound  to  apply  to  all  his  servants  and  agents 
for  any  information  they  may  have  on  the  matter,  unless  it  is 
a  matter  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by  them  in  the  course  of 
their  employment :  Bokl'ow  v.  Fishery  p.  171,  or  was  an  act 
such  as  would  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  be  done  by 
or  known  (not  merely  accidentally)  to  them,  or  done  in  their 
presence :  ibid,  p.  169 ;  and  such  matter  or  act  was  admittedly 
or  obviously  so  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  or  known :  see 
Raahotham  v.  S/iropshirCy  8fc.  Co. :  and  A.  G,  v.  Bees,  post ; 
or  unless  the  party  is  specially  interrogated  as  to  its  being  so 
done  or  omitted  to  be  done  or  known  by  his  servants  or 
agents  generally,  or  as  to  the  knowledge  of  some  particular 
servant  or  agent  upon  the  matter :  see  Mcintosh  v.  G.  W,  R, 
Co. :  Rasbotham  v.  Shropshire^  8fc.  Co. :  Glengall  v.  Frazer : 
A.  G.  Y.  Rees :  and  A^eate  v.  MarlborOy  post :  and  see  Jones  v. 
London  Road  Car  Co.  cited  ante,  p.  93,  where  leave  was 
given  to  interrogate  as  to  verbal  reports  from  the  agents  of 
the  company. 

In  Rasbotham  y.  Shropshire,  ^e.  Co.  24  Ch.  D.  110,  an  action  by  the  owners 
and  tenant  of  a  mill  for  wrongfully  diminishing  the  water  flowing  down  a 
river,  the  plaintiffs  were  required  to  give  a  list  of  the  days  on  which  the 
working  of  the  mills  was  so  interfered  with,  to  describe  the  nature  and  cause 
of  the  interference  and  the  negligent  acts  of  the  defendants  causing  such  in- 
terference :  the  tenant  in  answer  said  (inter  alia)  that  he  was  unable  to  specify 
the  particular  days.  North,  J.  held  the  answer  sufficient,  for  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him  to  say  that  he  had  made  inquiry  of  the  persons  in  his 
employment,  not  being  interrogated  as  to  that,  nor  was  there  anything  to 
show  that  the  acts  were  done  in  their  presence. 

See  a  case  of  Berry  v.  Keen,  cited  ante,  p.  42,  where  it  was  not  suggested 
that  the  defendants  were  bound  to  get  this  information  from  their  solicitors, 
for  it  was  information  acquired  by  them  when  acting  for  another  person. 

In  ^.  6^.  v.  Bees,  12  Beav.  50,  the  defendants,  psurtners  in  a  colliery  com- 
pany, being  asked  as  to  the  working  of  the  mines  answered  that  they  did 
not  know  aud  could  not  set  forth  as  to  their  belief  or  otherwise,  not  using 
the  word  *  information  "  ;  the  answer  was  held  insufficient  for  they  must 
have  had  workmen  or  agents  from  whom  they  could  have  g^t  the  informa- 
tion, and  therefore  the  means  of  obtaining  the  information  would  necessarily 
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be  preBnmed  to  be  wiUita  their  knowledge,  though  in  aome  cases  (dting 
Glengall  y.  Frazer^  post,  Taylor  y.  JRundell,  ante,  p.  136}  the  interrogating 
party  should  indicate  the  means. 

See  also  Gort  y.  Sotcney,  post^  p.  364. 

Where  a  bill  states  a  fact  not  denied  by  the  answer  whereby  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  has  the  means  of  answering  as  to  his  belief  by  miQdng 
inquiry,  his  stating  that  he  is  unable  to  set  for&,  &c.  is  not  sufficient :  he 
ought  to  make  suon  an  answer  as  may  be  sufficient  to  haye  the  cause  heard 
on  bill  and  answer :  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  driyen  to  go  into  eyidenoe : 
Neate  y.  Marlboro,  2  Y.  &  G.  p.  4,  where  to  an  interrogatory  founded  on  a 
charge  that  a  bond  had  been  prepared  by  his  attorney  he  had  answered  that 
he  was  unable  to  set  forth,  &o. 

du.  whether  it  is  sufficient  for  the  party  to  say  that  he  is 
unable  to  giye  the  required  information,  that  is  to  say,  whether 
it  will  be  assumed  that  he  has  made  such  inquiries  as  he  is 
bound  to  make  of  his  servants  and  agents:  see  the  cases 
ante :  and  see  also  Mcintosh  v.  G,  W,  R,  Co,  cited  ante^ 
p.  75,  where  it  was  said  that  the  court  must  be  informed 
that  the  company  had  taken  the  means  of  acquiring  the  in- 
formation from  the  agent. 

In  some  cases  there  may  be  a  difficulty  in  distinguishing 
between  the  material  facts  whether  they  did  or  did  not 
happen,  discovery  of  which  must  be  given,  and  the  evidence 
of  those  facts  on  which  they  have  to  show  whether  those  facts 
did  or  did  not  exist :  see  Brett,  M.  E.  in  Bolckoic  v.  Fisher, 
10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  170  :  and  see  also  Mellish,  L.  J.  in  Anderson 
V.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  pp.  658—659 :  and 
Onimbrecht  v.  Parry ,  cited  joo5^,  p.  459. 

That  the  information  which  they  have  obtained  of  those 
facts  has  been  obtedned  in  the  course  of  collecting  evidence 
creates  no  privilege,  assuming  that  it  is  information  which 
they  are  bound  to  give  :  see  post^  p.  364,  referring  to  Pavitt 
V.  North  Metropolitan  Tramways  Co. 

The  principle  that  the  principal  must  giye  his  agent's  knowledge  in  the 
matter  of  the  agency  seems  to  have  been  lost  sight  of  in  a  common  law  case 
of  Phillipt  y.  Rouih,  L.  R.  7  0.  P.  287.  There,  the  action  being  brought  in 
respect  of  aUeged  negligence  in  purchasing  certain  goods,  the  defendant 
was  interrogated  concerning  matters  connected  with  the  purchase  and  pro- 
fessed his  ignorance.  Subsequently  he  corresponded  with  his  partner  who 
had  carried  out  the  transaction  of  purchase.  Being  then  interrogated  a 
second  time,  he  was  held  to  be  justified  in  refusing  to  answer  on  the  ground 
that  his  knowledge  was  derived  from  these  communications  and  that  we  case 
was  within  Chartered  Bank  of  India  v.  Jtieh,  the  communicatious  being  tor 
the  purpose  of  his  defence.  It  is  dear  that  it  was  his  duty  in  the  first 
instance  to  have  got  the  information  from  his  partner ;  and  further,  even  if 
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the  documents  could  have  been  brought  within  thepriyilege,  the  information 
which  they  gave  could  not  be  withheld  in  answer  to  interrogatories :  see 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Southtcark  Water  Co.  y.  Quick,  cited  anU,  p.  139,  n.  This 
case  (and  also  Beehervaite  v.  O.  W.  B.  Co,  referred  to  anU,  p.  81)  was  cited 
in  Bolekow  y.  lUher,  ante,  p.  139,  but  apparently  disregarded. 

It  is  of  course  important  to  get  these  facts  as  admissions 
from  the  party  to  save  the  expense  of  procuring  evidence ; 
and  for  that  reason  alone  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the 
opponent  could  himself  get  the  information  from  the  servant 
or  agent  or  otherwise  :  see  Glengall  v.  Frazer,  2  Ha.  pp.  104 — 
105 :  Bolckow  v.  Fisher,  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  171 :  Neate  v. 
Marlboro,  2  T.  &  C.  p.  4. 

As  to  the  ohjection  of  expense  and  undue  detail  suggested 
by  Brett,  M.  R.  in  Bokkow  v.  Fisher,  p.  170,  see  post,  p.  298. 

As  to  past  agents. 

Where  the  person  who  was  his  ag^t  or  seirant  at  the  time  is  no  longer 
so,  or  no  longfer  under  his  control,  or  in  such  a  position  that  it  would  not  be 
reasonable  to  force  the  party  to  oonmiunicate  with  him :  Brett,  M.  B.  Bolekow 
y.  Fisher,  p.  169 :  or  if  ne  is  dead  or  at  some  place  where  he  cannot  be  got  at : 
lindley,  L.  J.  ibid,  p.  171 :  the  party  will  be  relieyed  from  his  obligation. 

In  Mcintosh  y.  O,  W.  B.  Co.  4  D.  G.  &  Sm.  503,  the  defendants  being 
interrogated  as  to  the  possession  of  any  and  what  documents  (relating  to 
transactions  fourteen  years  preyiously)  by  any  and  what  persons  formerly 
but  not  then  their  agents,  it  was  held  siuQcient  to  state  tneir  ignorance  in 
the  ordinary  form.  But  it  might  be  otherwise  if  any  particular  ag^ent  or 
document  were  specified:  ibid.  In  OUngall  y.  Fraur,  2  Ha.  99,  the 
defendant  being  asked  as  to  communications  between  D.  his  late  solicitor 
and  acting  as  such,  and  the  plaintiff  and  other  persons,  it  was  held 
that  he  must  ascertain  or  at  least  attempt  to  ascertain  the  facts  £rom  D. 
though  they  occurred  seyenteen  years  ago  and  D.  had  ceased  to  be  his 
solicitor  for  seyen  years:  and  see  ante,  p.  139.  As  to  interrogating  past 
officers  of  a  corporate  body,  ante,  p.  75. 

And  see  Hall  v.  L,  Sf  N.  W.  B.  Co.  ante,  p.  139,  as  to 
temporary  agents. 


(3)  The  In/ormatiofi  of  other  Pef^sons. 

There  i&  no  obligation  on  a  party  to  apply  for  information 
to  persons  who  are  not  or  have  not  been  his  agents :  though 
if  he  has  the  knowledge  at  the  time  he  is  interrogated  he 
must  give  it :  and  see  ante,  pp.  134,  135, 138. 

A  party  is  not  boimd  in  all  cases  to  seek  information  which 
is  equally  accessible  to  both  parties  and  which  is  not  either  in 
his  own  possession  or  knowledge  or  that  of  his  agents  or  of 
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persons  within  his  own  control  or  for  whose  acts  with  refer- 
ence to  the  matters  in  question  he  is  answerable:  not  for 
instance  to  go  and  search  parish  registers  in  order  to  answer 
a  question  as  to  the  death  of  some  person :  Gkngally.  Frazetj 
2  Ea.  p.  103 :  and  see  antey  p.  135. 

A  defendant  with  regard  to  transactions  that  are  not  his 
own  is  not  bound  to  find  out  information  for  the  purpose  of 
communicating  it  to  the  plaintiff:  Christian  v.  Taylor  ^  11  Sim. 
p.  405.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  as  executor  of  C.  sought  to 
set  aaide  an  assignment  by  him  of  abusiness  earned  on  in 
partnership  with  J.  T.  to  J.  T.  and  W.  T.  the  defendants 
being  W.  T.  and  the  executor  of  J .  T.  and  the  interroga- 
tories inquiring  into  the  business  accounts  of  the  partnership 
between  C.  and  J.  T.  It  was  held  that  the  defendants  were 
under  no  obligation  to  go  through  the  books  and  that  it  was 
sufficient  to  offer  inspection  (as  to  which  see  ante^  p.  123). 


Vll.  A%  to  the  Time  within  which  the  Interrogatories  must  be 

Answered, 

Interrogatories  shall  be  answered  by  affidavit  (see  as  to 
answering  on  oath,  Bk.  III.  Chap.  IX.  Sect.  2),  to  be  filed 
within  ten  days  or  within  such  other  time  as  a  judge 
may  aUow :  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  8.  But  by  rule  26  (Bk.  III. 
Chap.  VIII.  Sect.  2),  the  time  for  answering,  where  deposit 
for  security  for  costs  is  necessary,  see  post  ibid,  runs  from  the 
date  of  service  of  a  copy  of  the  receipt  for  such  deposit : 
whether  the  copy  be  served  with  the  interrogatories,  or  after- 
wards :  Jones  v  Jones^  W.  N.  84,  p.  17. 

By  Ord.  LXTV.  r.  8,  the  time  for  filing  an  answer  or  any 
other  document  may  be  enlarged  by  consent  in  writing. 

By  Ord.  LXIV.  r.  7,  the  judge  has  power  to  enlarge  or 
abridge  the  time. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  applications  for  extension  of  time 
Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (24).* 

*  The  coflts  of  applications  to  extend  the  time  for  taking  any  proceedings 
shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  taxing  offioer,  unless  the  ooort  or  judge  ^Sll 
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See  also  posty  p.  146,  referring  to  Lyell  v.  Kennedy. 

In  chancery  the  time  for  putting  in  the  answer  (which 
however  comprised  the  defence)  would  be  extended  on  very 
slight  girounds. 

By  Consol.  Ord.  XXXVII.  r.  8,  where  a  defendant  using  due  diligence 
was  unable  to  put  in  hia  answer  within  the  time  allowed,  the  judge,  on 
sufficient  cause  being  shown,  might  as  often  as  he  should  deem  right  allow 
such  further  time  and  on  such  terms  if  any  as  to  the  judge  should  seem  just. 
Though  even  the  first  application  was  not  of  course  and  must  be  supported 
by  affidavit  to  the  above  effect:   Brown  v.  Lee^  11  Beav.   162;    (but  the 

?raotioe  was  uaually  to  grant  it  without  affidavit  the  first  time :  Dan.  Ch. 
'r.  642) :  time  would  be  allowed  on  very  slight  grounds :  Read  v.  Barton, 
3  K.  &  J.  p.  167:  the  statement  of  counsel  in  court  woald  generally  be 
accepted:  Bt^ng  v.  Clarke  -13  Beav.  92,  where  after  four  extensions  of  time 
had  been  allowed,  a  further  extension  was  granted  on  the  statement  of 
counsel  that  he  required  further  time  to  prepare  the  answer,  which  was  a 
long  and  complicated  one. 

But  it  was  only  granted  on  the  understanding  that  a  bonll 
fide  answer  would  be  put  in ;  and  where  therefore  after  an 
extension  of  time  had  been  granted  the  party  filed  a  docu- 
ment saying  that  he  could  not  put  in  an  answer  as  he  had 
sent  for  information  abroad  and  could  not  get  it,  it  was  taken 
off  the  file :  Financial,  Sfc.  Co,  v.  Bristol^  8fc.  Co,  L.  R.  3  Eq. 
422.  So  in  Read  v.  Burton j  3  K.  &  J.  166,  an  answer 
answering  only  one  interrogatory  after  repeated  extensions 
of  time,  and  obviously  put  in  to  gain  time,  was  taken  off  the 
file  :  so  in  Johnson  v.  Bovilly  W.  N.  69,  p.  15,  where  ulti- 
mately an  answer  was  put  in  denying  all  knowledge. 


have  specially  directed  how  the  costs  are  to  be  paid  or  borne.  The  taxing 
officer  shall  not  allow  the  costs  of  more  than  one  extension  of  time,  unless 
he  is  satisfied  that  such  extension  was  necessary,  and  could  not,  with  due 
diligence,  have  been  avoided.  The  costs  of  a  summons  to  extend  time  shall 
not  be  allowed  in  cases  to  which  Rule  8  of  Ord.  LXIV.  applies,  unless  the 
party  taking  out  such  summons  has  previously  applied  to  the  opposite  party 
to  consent,  and  he  has  not  given  a  consent,  to  a  sufficient  extension  of  time, 
or  the  taxing  officer  shall  consider  there  was  a  good  reason  for  not  making 
such  application ;  and  in  case  the  taxing  officer  shall  not  allow  the  costs  of 
such  summons,  and  shall  consider  that  the  party  applying  ought  to  pay  the 
costs  of  any  other  party  occasioned  thereby,  he  may  direct  such  payment  or 
deal  with  such  costs  in  the  manner  provided  by  Regulation  21. 
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Yin.  Ab  to  the  Form  of  the  Affiduvit  in  Answer  to  Interro* 

gatories — As  to  Printing  it. 

Ajq  affidavit  in  answer  to  interrogatories  shall  unless  other- 
wise ordered  by  a  judge,  if  exceeding  10  folios,  be  printed^ 
and  shall  be  in  the  Form  7  in  Appendix  B.  (see  post,  App. 
Ch.  I.)  with  such  variations  as  oiroumstances  may  require : 
Ord.  XXXI.  r.  9. 

The  judge  can  dispense  with  the  whole  affidavit  being 
printed,  though  qu.  whether  he  can  dispense  with  a  pai^t  only 
being  printed :  Webb  v.  Bomford,  46  L.  J.  Oh.  288  :  25  W.  R. 
251. 

A  schedule  therefore  must  unless  a  special  oyder  be  ob- 
tained be  printed ;  but  it  might  be  made  an  exhibit :  ibid. 
See  also  ante^  p.  125,  as  to  schedules. 


IX.  As  to  the  Mode  of  obtaining  a  Farther  Answer  where  a 

Previous  Answer  is  insufficient. 

No  exceptions  shall  be  taken  to  any  affidavit  in  answer, 
but  the  sufficiency  or  otherwise  of  any  such  affidavit  objected 
to  as  insufficient  shall  be  determined  by  the  court  or  a  judge 
on  motion  or  summons :  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  10. 

If  any  person  interrogated  omits  to  answer  or  answers 
insufficiently  the  party  interrogating  may  apply  to  the  court 
or  a  judge  for  an  order  requiring  him  to  answer  or  to  answer 
further  as  the  case  may  be.  And  an  order  may  be  made 
requiring  biTn  to  answer  or  answer  further  either  by  affidavit 
or  by  viv&  voce  examination  as  the  judge  may  direct :  Ord. 
XXXI.  r.  11. 

In  an  Irish  case  Lloyd  v.  Morley^  5  L.  R.  Ir.  Ch.  74,  it  was 
considered  that  the  time  within  which  a  party  should  apply 
xmder  this  rule  for  a  further  answer  should  be  six  weeks,  by 
analogy  to  the  old  chancery  practice  of  exceptions. 

The  party  objecting  to  the  answers  should  specify  in  his 
summons  the  answers  (by  their  numbers  Ashley  v.  Taylor^ 
38  L.  T.  44)  which  he  considers  to  be  insufficient :  Ashley  v. 
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Taylor :  or  the  interrogatoiieB  or  parts  of  them  to  which  he 
requires  a  further  answer:  Amtey  v.  North  WboltPtch,  8fc.  Co. 
11  Ch.  D.  39 :  Chesterfield,  8fc.  Co.  v.  Black,  24  W.  R.  783  : 
in  order  that  his  opponent  may  know  what  is  complained  of : 
Ashley  v.  Taylor. 

But  where  the  complaint  is  not  that  the  opponent  has  failed 
sufficiently  to  answer  any  particular  questions  but  that  the 
whole  answer  is  an  evasion  and  attempt  to  baffle  him,  he 
may  take  out  a  summons  for  this  purpose :  Furber  v.  King, 
29  W.  E.  636 :  60  L.  J.  Ch.  496,  where  on  this  ground 
Bacon,  Y.-C.  ordered  the  answer  to  be  struck  out  and  a  full 
and  sufficient  answer  to  be  delivered  in  a  fortnight :  and  see 
ante,  p.  121. 

The  court  has  power  to  make  merely  a  declaration  that  the 
answer  is  insufficient,  and  leave  the  i)arty  exposed  to  the 
penalties  attaching  to  default  in  giving  discovery  (see  post, 
p.  683),  but  this  will  only  be  done  in  extreme  cases :  the  ordi- 
nary course  is  to  order  a  further  answer,  on  the  assumption 
that  the  party  will  ask  for  further  time,  and  to  give  him  that 
time :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  po^t,  p.  392) : 
and  post,  pp.  684,  688. 

The  only  question  which  the  court  has  to  consider  under 
rule  11  is  whether  the  answer  is  insufficient,  not  its  truth- 
fulness :  that  is  to  say  whether  the  party  has  answered  that 
which  he  is  required  to  answer  and  whidi  he  has  no  excuse 
for  not  answering :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  ibid. :  and  ante,  p.  109. 

It  may  be  pointed  out  tliat  the  mere  fact  that  the  last  answer  or  the  oral 
examination  is  inconsistent  with  a  previons  answer  does  not  neoeisarily  make 
it  insufficient.  If  at  the  time  of  the  answer  or  examination  the  party's  atten- 
tion is  called  to  the  inoonsistenoy  of  his  present  statement  with  his  former 
statement  and  he  affirms  the  correctness  of  the  present  and  the  incorrectness 
of  the  former,  the  matter  cannot  be  carried  any  further:  and  where  two  pre- 
vious inconsistent  answers  have  been  put  in  the  present  statement  if  consis- 
tent with  the  one  must  be  inconsistent  with  the  other.  The  adversary  must 
be  satisfied  with  what  the  party's  conscience  allows  him  to  swear :  the  court 
cannot  on  the  question  of  insuffidency  try  the  truth  of  what  he  says :  see 
Lord  Mdon  in,  Farqhuarton  v.  Balfour,  T.  &  B.  pp.  203 — 204 :  and  see  further 
p09t,  p.  211,  as  to  the  suffioienoy  of  an  affidavit  A  documents:  and  ante,  p.  129. 

Vivd  voce  Examination. 

The  only  reported  case  under  this  rule  is  acase  of  Vicaryr. 
0. 2{.  £•  Co.  9  Q.  B.  D.  168^  where  a  master,  haying  ordered 
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a  vivft  Yooe  examinatioii  of  the  plaintiff  before  a  speoial 
examiner^  ordered  at  the  same  time  that  the  costs  of  and 
occasioned  by  the  application  and  order  (that  is  to  say  in- 
cluding the  costs  of  the  examination)  should  be  the  defen- 
dant's costs  in  any  case :  this  order  as  to  costs  was  held  to  be 
within  his  jurisdiction,  though  as  a  rule  it  was  considered 
that  the  costs  should  be  reserved,  otherwise  there  was  a  risk 
of  making  the  examination  unduly  protracted.  See  the  form 
of  order  in  Chitty,  p.  296. 

Qu.  as  to  the  questions  which  may  be  put :  see  post  as  to 
the  common  law  practice  on  this  point :  post,  p.  148,  as  to  the 
chancery  practice :  and  post,  p.  571,  as  to  the  oral  examina- 
tion of  a  judgment  debtor  under  Ord.  XLII.  r.  32.  See 
also  the  form  of  order  in  Chitty,  p.  296. 

As  to  the  attendance  of  counsel,  see  post,  p.  148,  as  to  the 
common  law  practice :  and  post^  p.  148,  as  to  the  chancery 
practice. 

The  common  law  practice. 

By  sect.  63  of  the  G.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  it  was  provided  as  follows:— *' In 
case  of  omifision  withont  just  cause  to  answer  sufficiently  sucli  written  inter- 
rogatoriee,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  or  a  judge,  at  their  or  his  discre- 
tion, to  direct  an  oral  examination  of  the  interrogated  party  as  to  such 
points  as  they  or  he  may  direct  before  a  judge  or  master ;  and  the  court  or 
judge  may  by  such  rule  or  order,  or  any  subsequent  rule  or  order,  command 
the  attendance  of  such  party  or  parties  before  the  person  appointed  to  take 
such  examination  for  the  purpose  of  being  orally  examined  as  aforesaid,  or 
the  production  of  any  writings  or  other  documents  to  be  mentioned  in  such 
rule  or  order,  and  may  impose  therein  such  terms  as  to  such  examination, 
and  the  costs  of  the  application  and  of  the  proceedings  thereon,  and  other- 
wise as  to  such  court  or  judg«  shall  seem  just."  And  by  sect.  54  it  was 
provided  that  such  rule  or  order  should  have  the  same  force  and  effect  and 
might  be  proceeded  upon  in  like  manner  as  an  order  made  under  1  Will.  4, 
c.  22.  Section  55  provided  for  the  keeping  of  the  depositions,  and  for  office 
copies :  section  56  for  reports  to  the  court  touching  the  examination  and  the 
conduct  or  absence  of  the  witness  or  other  pw sons  and  for  the  institution  of 
proceedings  relating  thereto  if  necessary.  Section  57  provided  that  the  costs 
of  the  application,  and  the  rule  or  order  and  proceedings  thereon  should  be 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  judge  making  the  order  or  rule. 

It  may  be  noted  that  ''on  omitting  without  just  cause  sufficiently  to 
answer ''  the  party  was  also  deemed  to  have  committed  a  contempt  of  court 
under  section  51 :  see  as  to  attachment  i>o«^,  p.  584. 

This  power  of  ordering  a  vivd  voce  examination  must  have  been  exercised 
with  caution  and  with  a  due  regard  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the 
action :  must  in  special  oases  be  supported  by  affidavit :  and  the  order  was 
nifli  in  the  first  instance :  Swift  v.  Nuntiy  26  L.  J.  Ex.  365  :  and  see  Day, 
C.  L.  P.  311.  Application  must  have  been  made  promptly,  Chester  v.  TTortlef/f 
18  0.  B.  239 :  it  would  be  directed  instead  of  attachment  where  there  was 
no  contumacy :  Tksrk  v.  Symey  27  L.  J.  Ex.  54. 

The  0(rder  for  oral  examination  did  not  neoessarily  specify  the  particular 

.l2 


148  BK.  J:.  CHAP.  IV.  SECT.  IX. 

points  to  whioh  the  exfunination  was  to  be  directed :  the  matter  being  left 
to  be  dealt  with  by  the  master  when  the  case  came  before  him :  Peyton  y. 
Harting,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  9 :  and  see  the  form  of  order  in  Ch.  Archb.  p.  296. 
From  the  report  of  this  case  in  43  L.  J.  C.  P.  p.  13,  it  appears  that  the 
examination  which  was  there  directed  (on  account  of  the  answers  containing 
matter  of  supererogation  see  ante^  p.  117),  only  those  questions  contained 
in  the  interrogatories  were  allowed  to  be  asked  except  in  one  instance  where 
the  answer  was  not  sufficiently  precise,  and  when  other  questions  were 
allowed  in  order  to  obtain  an  expUdt  statement.  The  recommendation  of 
theC.  L.  P.  Commission  (2nd  report,  pp.  36—37)  was  as  f olio ws :— each 
party  when  under  examination  to  be  confined  to  answering  questions  pro- 
pounded by  his  adversary  with  such  explanations  as  are  necessary  to  prevent 
a  categorical  answer  from  being  the  means  of  misleading,  it  being  optional 
for  l^e  interrogating  party  whether  to  use  the  answers  or  not  as  in  case  of  a 
bill  of  discovery. 

Counsel  was  allowed  to  attend  on  behalf  of  the  interrogated  party  in 
F$yton  V.  Rarting :  see  43  L.  J.  0.  P.  p.  13. 

The  ohanceiy  praotioe. 

The  chancery  practice  was  regulated  by  Consolidated  Order  XVI.  r.  19, 
under  which  (in  accordance  with  the  earlier  practice)  where  a  third  answer 
was  held  to  be  insufficient  the  court  might  order  the  defendant  to  be  examined 
on  intOTrogatories  to  the  points  as  to  which  it  was  held  insufficient  and  to 
stand  committed  until  he  ^ould  have  perfectly  answered  the  interrogatories, 
the  defendant  to  pay  such  costs  as  the  court  should  think  fit  to  awa^ :  (this 
did  not  apply  to  affidavits  of  documents:  Harford  v.  Zloyd,  2  W.  B.  537). 
See  as  to  committal  ^9^,  p.  585. 

After  a  third  insufficient  answer  a  fourth  insufficient  answer  (not  an  affi- 
davit  of  documents  ante)  would  be  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  file :  Liverpool 
V.  ChippendaUy  14  Jur.  301,  pointing  out  Lord  £ldon*s  misunderstanding  of 
the  practice  in  Farqhuaraon  v.  £alfour,  T.  &  B.  184,  where  the  examination 
was  deferred  until  after  a  fourth  insufficient  answer. 

The  questions  to  be  put  on  the  examination  were  not  confined  to  the 
interrogatories,  but  were  drawn  by  counsel  and  settled  by  the  judge  (for- 
merly the  master).  They  must  go  directly  to  the  points  to  which  the 
exceptions  were  sustained :  Farqhuaraon  y.  Balfour ^i^.  193:  but  any  question 
might  be  put  which  the  master  thought  might  fairly  arise  out  of  the  matter 
contained  in  the  answers  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  amending  the  bill :  ibid. 
p.  202 :  but  no  fresh  questions  could  be  put  after  the  master  had  settled 
them :  ibid.  p.  198 :  but  see  post.  In  this  case  the  questions  required  more 
minute  and  particular  discovery  than  the  interrogatories :  ibid.  p.  193.  The 
practice  was  f following  out  Lord  Eldon's  suggestion  in  Farqhuaraon  v. 
Balfour y  p.  198)  to  the  following  effect:  When  the  interrogatories  were 
settled,  a  copy  was  left  by  the  plaintiff  at  chambers,  notice  thereof  given  to 
the  defendant:  the  latter  procured  a  copy,  prepared  a  written  answer, 
obtained  an  appointment  at  chambers,  was  examined  on  oath  by  the  judge 
who  would  determine  the  sufficiency  of  the  answer,  and  where  in  any  reep^ 
it  was  insufficient,  would  personally  examine  the  defendant  until  the  exami- 
nation was  sufficient:  seeX>an.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  673 — 674:  Haytoardy.  Haywardf 
Kay,  Appx.  p.  xxxv. :  Banell  v.  Page :  and  Eishton  v.  Griaael,  poat. 

Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  def endaiit  was  allowed  to  be  present  during  the 
examination :  ibid.  p.  197 :  but  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the 
defendant's  being  under  examination  and  had  no  right  to  attend ;  the  de- 
fendant was  not  entitied  to  his  discharge  out  of  custody  until  the  plaintiff 
had  had  an  opportunity  of  perusing  the  examination  in  order  that  he  might 
be  satisfied  that  it  was  sufficient :  see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  674,  referring  to  J'or- 
qhuaraon  v.  Balfour  and  Hat/ward  v.  Hayward. 

In  Riahion  v.  Oriaael,  14  W.  B.  789,  where  an  inteirogatory  had  not  been 
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ivJlj  trayersed  it  was  suggested  that  the  defendant  should  be  examined  at 
chambers  and  the  matter  would  be  at  once  cleared  up. 

In  DamllY.  Fagcy  18  L.  T.  786 :  16  W.  R.  1080,  after  a  third  insufficient 
answer  it  was  arranged  that  the  defendant  should  attend  personally  before 
the  examiner  to  be  yivft  voce  cross-examined  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff. 


X.  Ab  to  Delivering  more  than  one  set  of  Interrogatories  or 

Ametidiiig  them. 

No  party  shall  deliver  more  than  one  set  of  interrogatories 
to  the  same  party  without  an  order  for  that  purpose :  see 
Ord.  XXXI.  r.  1,  ante^  p.  91. 

Leave  was  or  would  have  been  granted  in  Stcire  v.  Redmany 
cited  ant€y  p.  96.  Further  interrogatories  were  allowed  in 
an  Irish  case  where  the  opponent  had  misunderstood  an  in- 
terrogatory :  Thompson  v.  Wynne^  1  I.  E.  C.  L.  600 :  see 
also  ante,  pp.  104,  110.  In  chancery  there  was  no  difficulty 
in  getting  leave  to  amend  the  bill  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
interrogating.  And  a  defendant  would  be  allowed  to  amend 
his  concise  statement  for  the  purpose  of  founding  thereon 
further  interrogatories  if  it  was  important  for  the  purpose  of 
making  out  his  case,  it  not  being  necessary  for  him  to  say 
that  he  had  discovered  new  matter :  Crossky  v.  Dixon,  L.  R. 
6  Eq.  332,  p.  334. 

Liberty  to  amend  interrogatories  which  were  too  widely 
drawn  was  given  in  Compagnie  Financiere  du  Pacifique  v. 
Peruvian  Gtiano  Co,  28  Sol.  J.  p.  410 :  and  see  Swire  v. 
Redman,  cited  ante,  p.  96 :  and  ante,  pp.  103 — 104, 108,  122. 

Q,u.  whether  alterations  in  or  additions  to  interrogatories 
may  be  made  without  an  order  if  they  have  not  been  yet 
answered. 

In  chancery  they  might  be  amended  (they  were  filed  in  chancery)  by  an 
order  of  course  at  any  tmie  before  the  answer  was  put  in :  Braithw.  rr.  309 : 
or  it  seems  before  a  further  answer,  after  exceptions  allowed,  was  put  in : 
see  Newry  y.  Kilmorey^  L.  B.  11  Eq.  426  (where  the  biU  also  was  amended 
and  the  amended  interrogatories  embraced  most  of  the  original  ones).  The 
full  time  for  answering  ran  from  the  seryice  of  the  amended  interrogatories : 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  410. 
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XI.  Ae  to  Amending  an  Answer  or  Filing  a  Supplemental 

Anstcer. 

As  a  matter  of  indulgenoe  to  the  interrogated  party.  See 
Oai/  V.  Lahouchere  and  Saunders  v.  Jones^  postj  p.  462,  as  to 
amending  answers  in  the  same  way  as  particulars. 

In  chanoery  a  party  would  be  allowed  to  amend  hia  answer  in  cases  of 
error  or  mistake  in  matters  of  form :  Dan.  Ch.  "Br,  683  :  or  to  file  a  supple- 
mental answer  to  oorreot  a  mistake  as  to  a  matter  of  fact,  or  where  he  was 
ignorant  of  a  particular  circumstance  at  the  time  of  putting  in  his  answer : 
ibid,  680 ;  but  the  court  did  so  with  great  difficulty  where  the  addition  or 
correction  was  prejudicial  to  the  plamtiff,  though  more  readily  where  it 
would  be  in  his  fayour :  Edioardt  v.  Maeleay,  2  V.  &  B.  256 :  but  see  Wellt 
y.  JFoodf  10  Ves.  401,  where  the  defendant  desired  to  make  an  admission  in 
fayour  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  said  that  the  affidavit  ought  to  state  that 
at  the  time  of  putting  in  his  answer  he  did  not  know  the  circumstances  on 
which  he  made  the  application  or  any  other  circumstances  upon  which  he 
ought  to  have  stated  the  fact  otherwise :  and  see  generally  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
pp.  681—684. 

In  many  of  the  cases  it  was  sought  to  make  the  addition  to  or  correction 
of  the  answer  rather  by  way  of  defence  than  by  way  of  answer  to  interroga- 
tories. The  following  are  the  cases  which  seem  to  turn  on  the  latter  function 
of  the  answer:  Edwardi  y.  Maeleaffy  2  V.  &  B.  256 — no  recollection  of  a 
certain  entry  at  the  time — since  discoyeredit :  Strange  y.  CoUins,  ibid,  163 — 
denial  of  haying  acted  as  administrator — since  discoyered  he  had  acted : 
Fhelpa  y.  Frothero,  2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  274 — ^to  correct  denial  of  commission  of 
certain  acts  by  his  agents,  haying  been  incorrectly  informed :  Frankland  y. 
Ovenndy  9  Sim.  365 — ^to  admit  a  circumstance  which  he  had  denied,  haying 
since  learnt  it:  Zivesey  y.  WiUon,  1  V.  &  B.  149:  WelU  y.  Wood^  10  Ves.' 
401,  see  ants:  Greentcood  y.  Atkinsofiy  4  Sim.  54,  conmienting  on  earlier  cases: 
FeU  y.  Funmare,  7  Beay.  283— to  correct  unintentional  mistake  of  date: 
Ckurton  y.  Frewen,  L.  B.  1  Eq.  238 — ^to  correct  an  admission  in  the  defen- 
dant's own  fayour. 

Qu.  as  to  any  obligation  on  the  party  to  amend  his  answer 
or  file  a  supplemental  answer  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
information  disooyered  since  putting  in  the  answer  or  other- 
wise in  favour  of  his  opponent. 
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OHAPTBE  V. 

DISCOVERY  AND  PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS  GENERALLY. 

Discovery  and  production  of  docnments  is  subject  to  the 
same  general  principles  as  discovery  by  interrogatories.  In 
fact  in  chancery  the  production  of  a  document  was  a  substitute 
for  the  ancient  practice  of  setting  out  its  contents  in  the 
answer,  and  was  therefore  a  part  of  the  answer  and  necessary 
to  complete  its  fullness,  and  the  right  to  production  was 
tested  in  the  same  way  (but  see  ante,  p.  31)  as  the  right  to 
have  its  contents  set  out:  see  Lord  Langdale  in  8torey  v. 
Lennox  J 1  Keen,  p.  360  :  Wigr.  PL  286  :  Unstcorth  v.  Wbod^ 
cocky  3  Mad.  432 :  the  affidavit  of  documents  is  in  reality  an 
answer  to  an  imaginary  interrogatory :  Beeposty  p.  220. 

The  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  of  this  nature  is  far  more 
open  to  abuse  than  that  of  enforcing  discovery  by  means  of 
interrogatories.  In  the  latter  case  each  question  can  be 
checked ;  but  the  mischief  of  producing  a  document  cannot 
be  seen  until  it  is  produced  when  it  is  too  late :  see  Wigr. 
pi.  6.  The  court  would  order  a  direct  question  to  be  an- 
swered the  answer  to  which  the  court  would  be  less  ready  to 
allow  a  party  to  seek  by  ransacking  his  opponent's  papers : 
A.  G,  V.  ThompaoHy  8  Ha.  p.  116.  And  it  is  for  reasons  of 
this  nature  that  the  court  is  willing  to  accept  under  certain 
limitations  the  party's  own  statement  as  to  the  nature  and 
effect  of  documents  in  his  possession,  though  such  statements 
may  sometimes  involve  matter  of  law  as  well  as  of  fact :  see 
Wigr.  pi.  317 :  and  Hare,  pp.  232—233.  Production  by  way 
of  discovery  is  a  very  different  thing  to  production  at  the 
trial :  for  in  the  latter  case  there  is  no  opportunity  for  the 
opponent  to  make  copies :  see  Wigr.  pi.  396. 
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I.  General'  Observations  on  the  Scheme  of  the  Rules  dealing 
^ecially  tvith  Discovery  and  Production  of  Documents^ 
namely,  Ord.  XXXL  rr.  12—18. 

Bule  14  (being  the  some  as  rule  11  of  the  old  rules  except 
as  to  the  omission  of  "  therein,"  as  to  which  see  post,  p.  606, 
and  the  substitution  of  "  cause  or  matter  "  for  "  action  or  pro- 
ceeding," as  to  which  see  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  V.)  is  that  which 
now  governs  the  practice  both  in  the  common  law  and  equity 
divisions :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Bmtros  v.  WhitCy  1  Q,.  B.  D. 
pp.  425 — 426  :  Mellish,  L.  J.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia,  2  Ch.  D.  p.  658 :  and  see  Be  National  Funds,  8fc.  Co. 
post,  p.  296. 

'*  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  ooort  or  a  judge  at  any  tune  dnzing  the  pen- 
mcy  of  any  cause  or  matter  to  order  the  production  by  any  pa^  thereto 
upon  oath  of  such  of  the  documents  in  his  possession  or  power  relating  to  kst 


dency  of  any  cause  or  matter  to  order  the  production  by  any  party  thereto 

'of  such  of  the  documents  in  his  possession  or  power  relating  to  any 

matter  in  question  in  such  cause  or  matter  as  the  court  or  a  judge  shall  think 


right :  and  the  court  may  deal  with  such  documents  when  produced  in  such 
manner  as  shall  appear  just."    Bule  14. 

Although  it  differs  very  little  from  a  similar  provision  in  the 
C.  L.  P.  Act,  1864  (section  50,  see  j»o«^,  App.  Ch.  II.) :  Mellish, 
L.  J.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  p.  658  ;  it  is 
in  fact  copied  from  (although  in  a  somewhat  diflEerent  form), 
and  wiU  receive  the  same  interpretation  as  section  18  (and  sec- 
tion 20  :  see  these  sections  post,  App.  Ch.  II.)  of  the  Chancery 
Procedure  Act,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  which  settled  the  prac- 
tice in  chancery  from  that  date  down  to  the  coming  into  force 
of  the  Jud.  Act,  and  which  in  fact  made  no  alteration  in  the 
rules  previously  existing  in  chancery  as  regards  the  right  to 
the  production  of  documents :  see  Jessel,  M.  K.  in  Bustros  v. 
White,  1  Q.  B.  D.  p.  426. 

There  is  no  discretionary  power  under  this  rule  to  refuse 
the  production  of  relevant  (that  is  to  say  relevant  to  a  matter 
immediately  in  question :  see  ante,  pp.  11,  12)  documents 
which  do  not  fall  within  the  established  rule  of  privilege  or 
protection  obtaining  in  chancery  (see  these  rules  post,  Bk.  II.) ; 
for  there  was  no  such  discretionary  power  before  the  Ch.  P. 
Act,  and  none  such  under  the  act,  and  further  "  where  there 
is  any  conflict  or  variance  between  the  rules  of  equity  and 
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the  rules  of  the  oommon  law  with  referenoe  to  the  same 
matter  the  mles  of  equity  shall  prevail"  (Jud.  Act,  sect.  25, 
Bub-s.  11) :  see  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Bmtroa  v.  Whiter  p.  426 : 
and  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^  p.  654 :  and 
James,  L.  J.  ibid.  p.  656  :  the  common  law  practice  therefore 
under  which  the  judges  were  accustomed  to  use  a  very  wide 
discretion  in  exercising  the  powers  of  ordering  production  of 
documents  conferred  upon  them  by  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts  (see 
the  sections  post^  App.  Ch.  II.)  no  longer  obtaining,  and  the 
authorities  thereunder  (for  instance  Chartered  Bank  of  India  v. 
Richy  cited  posty  p.  512)  being  no  authorities  for  the  present 
practice  in  this  respect :  ibid. 

An  application  for  an  order  under  this  rule  may  be  made 
where  no  provision  is  made  under  the  other  rules :  see  a  par- 
ticular instance,  post^  p.  154 :  and  see  Re  National  Funds,  8fc. 
Co.  post,  p.  296. 

See  as  to  what  are  documents  ^\  relating  to  any  matter  in 
question,"  ^05^,  Sect.  VIII.  (b). 

See  as  to  what  are  documents  ^^  in  his  possession  or  power  " 
for  the  purpose  of  production,  post.  Sect.  IX. 

It  was  a  fundamental  principle  in  chancery  that  a  party 
could  not  be  ordered  to  produce  a  document  unless  he  had 
(in  his  answer  originally)  directly  or  indirectly  admitted  it 
to  be  in  his  possession  and  to  be  relevant:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1686 
— 1687 :  Lord  Langdale  in  Storey  v.  Lennox,  1  Keen,  p.  360 : 
Lord  Cottenham,  ibid.  1  M.  &  C.  pp.  534 — 535 :  Barneft  v. 
Noble,  1  T.  &  W.  228 :  Reynell  v.  Sprye,  1  D.  G.  M.  &  G. 
656  :  Lamb  v.  Orton,  1  Dr.  414 :  Wing  v.  Harvey,  1  Sm.  & 
G.  App.  10 :  Lord  Hatherley  in  MamellY.  Feeney,  2  J.  &  H. 
p.  324  :  BQ&post,  Sect.  X.  sub-sect,  (a),  and  jw?«^,  p.  180,  as  to 
the  conclusiveness  of  the  party's  assertion  of  irrelevancy :  and 
see  post,  p.  191,  as  to  the  reason  for  requiring  an  admission 
of  possession.  Evidence  could  not  be  given  to  prove  posses- 
sion :  Addis  V.  Campbell,  1  Beav.  p.  201 :  Reynell  v.  Sprye  : 
Lamb  v.  Orton :  and  see  post,  p.  191.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  Jud.  Act  or  Rules  to  break  in  upon  this  principle  :  (see 
as  to  the  practice  where  notice  is  given  to  inspect  documents 
referred  to  in  the  pleadings  under  Kule  15,  post,  p.  245). 
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By  roleB  15 — 18  the  machinery  is  proYided  for  obtaining 
inspection  of  documents  to  which  the  other  party  has  made 
reference  in  his  pleadings  or  affidavits :  see  these  roles  dis- 
cussed at  hugthpostf  Gh.  YI.  In  the  common  law  division 
inspection  of  documents  disclosed  in  the  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments is  obtained  in  this  way :  see  post^  App.  Ch.  I.,  as  to  the 
form  of  order  for  the  affidavit,  sud,  pasty  App.  Ch.  I.,  as  to  the 
form  of  order  for  inspection.  In  the  Chancery  Division,  in 
spite  of  the  form  given  by  the  B.  S.  C.  (April,  1880),  the  order 
directing  the  affidavit  of  documents  at  the  same  time  orders 
production  of  the  documents  which  the  party  does  not  therein 
object  to  produce  in  accordance  with  the  old  chancery  practice 
and  as  being  permissible  under  rule  14,  ante:  see  pasty  App. 
Ch.  I:  this  order  was  called  the  common  order  for  discovery 
or  production. 

By  the  latter  part  of  rule  18  in  case  of  documents  not 
referred  to  in  the  pleadings  or  affidavits  of  the  other  party  or 
disclosed  in  his  affidavit  of  documents  an  application  for  an 
order  for  inspection  may  be  made  founded  upon  an  affidavit* 
showing  of  what  documents  inspection  is  sought,  that  the 
party  applying  is  entitled  to  inspect  them,  and  that  they  are 
in  the  possession  or  power  of  the  other  party.  But  in  accord* 
ance  with  the  principle  referred  to  antey  it  is  conceived  that 
the  party  against  whom  the  application  is  made  may  file  an 


*  The  nature  of  the  affidavit  required  on  an  application  at  oommon  lav 
for  inspection  under  sect.  6  of  the  Act  of  1851  was  laid  down  in  Sunt  y. 
Seunitf  7  Exch.  pp.  243 — 244,  being  apparently  of  the  same  kind  aa  that  in 
use  on  an  application  under  the  oommon  law  equitable  jurisdiction^  see  poti^ 
p.  269.  It  must  have  stated  that  an  action  or  other  proceeding  was  pending, 
its  nature  and  the  question  to  be  triedi  that  the  party  had  just  ground  to 
fna-JTitjiiTi  or  defend  it,  circumstances  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  judge  that  there 
were  documents  in  the  opponent's  possession  or  control,  that  they  related  to 
the  action  or  proceeding,  the  reason  of  the  appUoation  and  the  nature  of  the 
documents,  that  it  might  appear  that  they  were  asked  for  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  applicant  to  support  his  case  not  to  find  a  flaw  in  his  opponent's 
case,  and  also  in  order  that  the  opponent  might  admit  or  deny  possession ; 
and  the  affidavit  of  the  opponent  might  deny  possession  or  daim  protection 
for  them  as  relating  exclusively  to  his  case  or  on  other  grounds,  or  he  might 
submit  to  ^ow  parts  covering  up  the  remainder  on  an  affidavit  that  it  did  not 
relate  to  the  opponent's  case :  Sunt  v.  Hewitt :  see  also  Pepper  y.  (Hmmbere^ 
ibid.  226 :  SiU  v.  Fhilp,  ilnd,  232 :  Day,  G.  L.  P.  302,  303.  The  affidavit  in 
use  under  the  present  practice  merely  follows  out  the  terms  of  the  rule : 
see  Gh.  F.  p.  280:  Dan.  Gh.  F.  1737. 
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affidavit  in  reply  denying  that  thej  are  in  his  posseBsion  or 
power  or  that  they  are  releyant,  and  that  such  denial  is  oon- 
dusive,  and  generally  that  the  same  credit  would  be  given  to 
his  statements  therein  whether  in  that  respeot  or  as  to  relevancy 
or  as  to  privilege  of  any  kind  as  in  answers  to  interrogatories 
or  an  affidavit  of  documents,  though  it  seems  to  have  been 
otherwise  at  common  law :  see  London  Oas  Light  Co,  Y^Chehea^ 
6  0.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  425 — 426.  An  application  under  this  rule 
was  made  in  Mattock  v.  Heathy  W.  N.  75,  p.  201,  an  action 
of  ejectment,  for  inspection  of  a  document  which,  it  was 
stated,  appeared  from  the  defendant's  bill  of  costs  to  be  in  his 
possession,  being  private  memoranda  relating  to  a  pedigree 
made  by  him  for  his  own  use :  the  application  was  refused  on 
the  ground  of  the  nature  of  the  document :  but  qo.  see  po^t^ 
p.  389. 

By  rules  12  and  13  an  order  may  be  obtained  for  what  is 
called  an  affidavit  of  documents. 

Rule  12.  Any  partrjr  may  withont  filing  an  affidayit  (aee  pott  (b) )  apply  to 
the  oourt  or  a  juage  for  an  order  direoting  any  other  party  (see  onto,  p.  68) 
to  any  canae  or  matter  to  make  diflcoyery  on  oath  of  the  documents  vhich 
are  or  hare  been  in  his  possession  or  power  relating  to  any  matter  in  question 
therein.  On  (see  j>of<  (o) )  the  hearing  of  snoh  application  the  oourt  or  judge 
may  either  refuse  (see  pott  (a) )  or  adjourn  (see  post  (o) )  the  same  if  satisfied 
that  snoh  disooyery  is  not  neoessaiy  or  not  necessary  at  that  stage  of  the 
cause  or  matter,  or  make  such  order  either  g^erally  or  limited  (see  post  (c)) 
to  certain  classes  of  documents  as  may  in  their  or  his  discretion  be  thought 
fit.  Bule  13.  The  afiidayit  to  be  made  by  a  party  against  whom  bu<^  order 
as  is  mentioned  in  the  last  preceding  rule  has  been  made  shall  specify  whidi 
if  any  of  the  documents  therein  mentioned  he  objects  to  produce  and  it  shaU 
be  in  the  Form  8  in  App.  B.  (seejNw^i  p.  221)  with  such  yaziations  as  ciroum- 
stanoes  may  require. 

See  as  to  the  affidavit  of  documents  post^  Section  X.  in  detail. 

See  antCy  p.  154,  as  to  the  order  in  the  chancery  division 
including  also  an  order  for  production :  in  contradistinction 
to  the  order  in  use  in  the  common  law  division. 

Discovery  and  production  of  documents  was  originally 
obtained  iu  chancery  by  means  of  iuterrogatories.  They 
were  either  so  framed  as  to  compel  the  party  to  set  forth  the 
short  contents  of  the  documents  in  his  answer  (and  if  neces- 
sary the  court  would  also  order  their  production),  or  by 
means  of  a  general  charge  of  possession  of  documents  from 
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which  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the  bill  would  appear 
or  relating  to  the  matters  contained  in  the  bill,  or  bj  a 
special  charge  of  possession  of  particular  documents  such  an 
admission  was  obtained  as  that  an  order  for  production  could 
be  founded  thereon :  see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1674 :  Mansell  v. 
lieney,  2  J.  &  H.  p.  318 :  Atkim  v.  Wnght,  14  Ves.  211. 
By  the  Ch.  P.  Act,  sections  18  and  20  (see  jt?o«^,  App.  Ch.  II.), 
and  orders  made  thereunder,  the  affidavit  of  documents  was 
introduced :  see  Rochdale  v.  King^  16  Beav.  11. 

The  affidavit  was  introduced  at  common  law  by  section  50  of 
the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  (see  the  section,  j3o«^,  App.  Ch.  II.),  the 
power  of  ordering  inspection  of  particular  documents  having 
been  already  conferred  upon  the  oonmion  law  courts  by  sec^ 
tion  6  of  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99  (see  the  section,  App.  Ch.  II.) ; 
inspection  of  the  documents  disclosed  in  the  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments was  ordered  subsequently  by  virtue  of  one  or  other  of 
these  sections:  see  Republic  of  Rem  v.  Weguelin^  L.  R.  7  C.  P. 
352 :  mil  V.  Campbell,  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  222. 

(a) 

The  court  haj9  under  this  rule  12  (not  in  express  terms 
under  rule  12  of  the  old  rules,  see  post  (c) )  a  discretion  to 
refuse  the  application  altogether  if  satisfied  that  the  discovery 
is  not  necessary.  But  it  is  conceived  that  as  under  the  old 
rule,  see  for  instance  W.  N.  75,  pp.  231,  238,  249 :  W.  N. 
76,  pp.  24,  53,  64 :  and  post,  p.  162,  referring  to  the  practice 
of  Jessel,  M.  R. :  and  as  in  chancery,  see  Rumbold  v.  Forteathy 
3  K.  &  J.  p.  47 :  an  order  either  general  or  limited  (see  post  (c) ) 
will  be*  practically  a  matter  of  course  (see  further  post  (b) ), 
imless  the  stage  of  the  action  is  improper,  as  to  which  see 
posty  Sect.  II.    It  may  be  that  every  document  in  his  posses- 


♦  But  in  Jacobs  ▼.  G,  W,  It.  Co.  W.  N.  84,  p.  34,  Mathew,  J.  considered  that 

the  object  of  the  rale  requiring  an  order  was  to  enable  the  judge  to  exercise 

\  '  a  discretion  to  see  what  the  object  of  the  discovery  is  and  whether  there  is 

y  any  real  need  for  it,  that  the  object  of  the  new  rules  was  to  restrict  discoTerj, 

\  and  that  the  power  of  compelling  disclosure  of  documents  as  of  course  was 

^  \  one  of  the  most  oppressiye  things  in  the  practice  before  (qn.)  the  Jud.  Acts. 

\  See  also  ante,  p.  91,  as  to  the  leaye  of  the  court  being  necessary  to  interrogate 

^  under  the  new  rules. 


DISCOVERY  AND  PBODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS.  157 

sion  may  be  made  the  subject  of  an  objection  to  prodaotion, 
but  that  is  no  reason  for  not  making  the  affidavit,  for  it  is  in 
the  affidavit  that  the  objections  are  to  be  taken :  see  Rumhold 
V.  Forieath:  Lazarus  v.  Mozleyy  5  Jur.  N.  S.  p.  1120:  Quin  v. 
Batliff,  6  Jut.  N.  S.  p.  1329. 

(b)' 

The  words  "without  filing  an  affidavit"  were  probably  in- 
troduced in  order  to  enable  the  court  to  dispense  with  the 
rule  under  the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  1854 :  Lindley,  L.  J.  in  Phillips 
v.  Phillips,  40  L.  T.  p.  821 :  under  which  an  affidavit  must 
have  been  filed  showing  that  there  was  one  document  in  the 
other  party's  possession  or  power  to  the  inspection  of  which 
the  applicant  was  entitled:  Evans  v.  Louis,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  656 : 
Day,  C.  L.  P.  296 :  and  see  Bray  v.  Fi)ichy  1  H.  &  N.  468 : 
Thofnpson  v.  Bobson^  2  H.  &  N.  412. 

The  chancery  practice  imder  which  no  such  affidavit  or  any 
affidavit  was  required  (see  Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  King,  15  Beav. 
11 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1678)  now  obtains. 

The  judge  is  not  bound  to  be  satisfied  either  from  the 
nature  of  the  case  or  by  an  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  appli- 
cant that  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  or  primH  facie 
evidence  of  the  other  party  having  any  relevant  documents 
in  his  possession  before  making  the  order,  as  suggested  by 
Denman,  J.  in  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  40  L.  T.  p.  818,  and  by 
the  court  in  Smith  v.  Johnson,  36  L.  T.  741 ;  and  as  seems 
to  be  the  practice  in  Ireland :  see  Uealy  v.  Smith,  I.  B.  4 
Q.  B.  0.  P.  and  Ex.  D.  72 :  and  Poicell  v.  Hefferman,  ibid. 
703.  The  order  was  made  in  chancery  without  reference  to 
the  probability  or  improbability  of  the  party  having  any 
relevant  documents  in  his  possession. 

See  however  ante  (a)  and  the  note  thereto  as  to  whether  an 
affidavit  of  documents  is  a  matter  of  course  under  the  present 
rule. 

An  affidavit  may  and  should  be  filed  where  the  order  is 
sought  at  an  unusual  stage:  see  for  instance  Phillips  v. 
Phillips,  40  L.  T.  815 :  Ley  v.  Marshall,  cited  post,  p.  160 : 
Hancock  v.  Ouerin^  3  Ex.  D.  p.  5,  cited  post,  p.  163.    And 
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affidavits  may  be  filed  in  answer :  see  Phillips  y.  Phillips :  as 
at  oonunon  law  under  the  C  L.  F.  Act,  1854 :  see  Pbrshato  v. 
Leids,  10  Ezch.  712,  where  in  oonsequenoe  of  the  affidavit  in 
answer  the  affidavit  of  documents  was  Umited  to  particular 
documents,  as  to  which  see  post  (o). 

(c) 

The  last  part  of  rule  12  beginning  with  the  words  "  on 
the  hearing"  was  not  in  the  old  rule  12.  As  to  its  effect  in 
inducing  the  court  to  refuse  altogether  an  order  for  an  affi- 
davit see  ante  (a).  It  may  be  useful  in  enabling  the  court 
either  to  adjourn  the  application  where  there  are  no  docu- 
ments required,  or  to  confine  the  affidavit  to  documents 
required  for  the  determination  of  the  matter  immediately 
about  to  be  in  question  (see  Farsluiw  v.  LewiSy  antcy  where  the 
affidavit  was  Umited) :  see  generally  as  to  consequential 
discovery  antCy  Chap.  II. :  and  in  particular,  p.  26.  See  as 
to  "  the  stage  of  the  action" posty  Sect.  II. 


II.  As  to  the  stage  of  the  Actum  at  ichich  Discovery  and  Pro* 

duction  of  Documents  trill  be  allowed. 

See  ant^y  p.  13,  as  to  the  general  principles  by  which  the 
court  will  be  guided  in  enforcing  or  withholding  discovery 
on  groimds  connected  with  the  character  of  the  action  or  of 
the  pleadings  or  with  the  stage  of  the  action  at  which  it  is 
sought. 

See  also  antey  p.  93,  as  to  this  point  in  connection  with 
interrogatories. 

By  rule  14  (see  antCy  p.  152)  the  order  for  production  may 
be  made  "  at  any  time  during  the  pendency  of  any  cause  or 
matter."  In  dealing  with  an  application  for  an  affidavit  of 
documents  under  rule  12  (see  antey  p.  155)  the  court  may 
consider  the  stage  of  the  cause  or  matter. 
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(a)  As  to  the  Plaintiff  before  Claim. 

As  a  rule  the  plaintifi  will  not  be  allowed  any  discoyery  of 
documents  whether  by  way  of  the  order  for  an  affidavit,  or 
by  way  of  an  order  for  production  of  particular  documents, 
before  putting  in  his  statement  of  claim  (where  it  is  intended 
to  deliver  one) :  see  lindley,  J.  in  Phillips  v,  Phillips^  40 
L.  T.  pp.  821—823 :  Bacon,  V.  0.  in  Cashin  v.  Craddock,  2 
Oh.  D.  pp.  145 — 147,  commented  on  by  Baggallay,  L.  J.  in 
Republic  of  Costa  JRica  v.  Strousberg,  11  Ch.  D.  p.  326: 
Bacon,  V.  0.  in  Davies  v.  Williams^  13  Ch.  D.  p.  552 :  Bntish 
and  Foreign  Contract  Co,  v.  Wright,  32  W.  E.  413  (an  action 
for  libel  against  the  "Times,"  where  the  phiintifP  sought 
inspection  of  the  original  letter  in  order  to  discover  the  name 
of  the  writer,  and  where  it  was  said  that  it  was  no  ground 
for  altering  the  ordinary  practice  that  the  sight  of  the  docu- 
ment would  assist  him  in  framing  his  action,  when  he  knew 
very  well  his  cause  of  action) :  and  see  cases  in  W.  N.  76, 
p.  53 :  just  as  the  leave  of  the  court  to  exhibit  interrogatories 
will  be  refused  except  under  special  circumstances  at  this 
stage,  see  ante,  p.  96. 

Where  production  of  particular  documents  is  essential  to 
the  statement  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  it  (or  even  discovery  of 
documents,  see  Whyte  v.  Ahrena^  post)  may  perhaps  be 
ordered :  see  Bacon,  V.  0.  in  Cashin  v.  Craddocky  p.  147 : 
and  see  the  cases  post :  see  also  post^  p.  264,  as  to  the 
common  law  practice  in  respect  of  documents  falling  within 
the  principles  of  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction :  and 
postj  p.  281,  as  to  documents  of  a  public  character  such  as 
court  roUs  corporation  documents  &c. :  but  except  in  the  case 
of  documents  of  that  character  it  was  not  the  practice  at 
common  law  to  make  an  order  before  declaration  either  for 
inspection  imder  14  &  15  Yict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  or  for  an  affidavit 
of  documents  under  the  C.  L.  F.  Act,  1854,  s.  50  (see  as  to 
interrogatoiies  before  declaration  ante,  p.  98),  though  in 
Bechervaise  v.  Q.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  E.  6  0.  P.  36,  the  plaintijBE 
was  allowed  before  declaration  to  administer  an  interrogatory 
asking  in  effect  for  an  affidavit  of  documents. 
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In  an  action  in  the  common  law  division  for  damage  for  breach  of  duty^ 
in  carrying  goods  by  sea  an  order  was  made  for  an  affidavit  of  docnmente 
relating  to  the  cause  of  action  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  unable  otherwise  to  frame  his  claim  (his  case 
being  that  the  ship  was  overladen),  though  he  could  have  delivered  a  decla- 
ration under  the  old  practice :  Ley  v.  Marshall,  W.  N.  76,  p.  23 :  so  also  in 
an  admiralty  action  in  rem  upon  the  defendants  after  appearance,  though 
they  had  offered  to  produce  the  log  books  protests  and  other  material  docu- 
ments (reference  lost). 

See  also  White  v.  Ahrent,  cited  ante,  p.  36,  where  discovery  of  documents 
was  ordered  partly  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  state  particu- 
lars of  fraud  under  Ord.  XEl.  r.  6.  See  al«)  a  case  in  the  Divorce  Court, 
Shaw  V.  ShaWy  poit,  p.  564,  where  inspection  was  allowed  for  the  purpose  of 

giving  particulars  of  acts  of  cruelty.    But  see  post  as  to  inspection  by  a 
efendant  for  the  purpose  of  giving  particulars. 

There  is  a  special  hardship  in  an  order  for  an  affidavit 
being  made  at  a  stage  when  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  the 
matters  in  question  will  be:  for  in  such  a  case  the  party 
cannot  say  which  of  his  documents  are  relevant  and  which 
not :  see  Lindley,  J.  in  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  40  L.  T.  p.  823 : 
and  see  Mellor  v.  Thompson,  post,  p.  162. 

Leave  to  interrogate  as  to  a  particular  document  would 
perhaps  in  some  cases  be  allowed :  Phillij^s  v.  Phillips,  p.  822. 


(b)  As  to  a  Defendant  before  Defence, 

So  too  as  a  general  rule  (see  post,  p.  244,  as  to  documents 
referred  to  in  the  plaintiff's  pleadings  or  affidavits  under 
rules  15 — 18 :  post,  p.  264,  as  to  documents  falling  within  the 
principles  of  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction :  asid  post, 
p.  281,  as  to  documents  of  a  public  character  such  as  court 
rolls  corporation  documents  &c.)  discovery  or  production  of 
documents  will  be  refused  to  a  defendant  before  defence,  as 
is  discovery  by  way  of  interrogatories :  see  W.  N.  76,  pp.  53, 
64, 73 :  Egremont  Burial  Board  v.  Egremont  8fc,  Co,  14  Ch.  D. 
168,  where  Malins,  V.  0.  refused  to  order  production  of  a 
conveyance  to  the  plaintiffs  (and  stated  by  them  in  their 
claim,  see  as  to  this  post,  p.  244)  in  order  to  see  whether  it 
comprised  the  minerals,  in  which  case  the  defendants  would 
at  once  submit  to  an  injunction :  and  ante,  p.  96. 

In  an  action  on  the  policy  on  a  ship  inspection  of  the  ship's 
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papers  was  allowed  to  the  defendant  before  appearance  on  the 
ground  that  if  the  defendant  satisfied  himself  that  the  claim 
was  well  founded  he  would  let  judgment  go  by  default ; 
Anon.  20  S.  J.  81 :  W.  N.  75,  p.  220  :  and  see  a  case  ante^ 
p.  96,  where  interrogatories  were  allowed  on  a  similar  ground. 
So  a  defendant  before  defence  was  allowed  to  have  an  order 
for  discovery  of  documents  to  ascertain  how  much  to  pay 
into  court  on  an  affidavit  admitting  his  liability :  Megaio  v. 
M'Diarmid,  L.  E.  Ir.  10  Q.  B.  C.  P.  Ex.  D.  376 :  and  see 
posty  p.  468,  as  to  interrogatories  for  this  purpose. 

At  common  law  (except  in  the  case  of  documents  of  a 
public  character  or  falling  within  the  common  law  equitable 
jurisdiction)  no  order  for  inspection  or  an  affidavit  under  the 
Acts  of  1851  and  1854  was  ordinarily  made  before  the  de- 
fendant had  pleaded,  or  had  complied  with  an  order  for 
particulars  (except  perhaps  where  it  was  required  for  the 
purpose  of  complying  with  an  order  for  further  particulars : 
see  Phillips  v.  Phillips^  4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  137  :  see  also  Whyte  v. 
Ahrena  and  Shaw  v.  Shaw^  ante :  and  ante^  p.  97,  as  to  inter- 
rogatories) :  an  affidavit  was  ordered  before  plea  in  Forshaw 
V.  LewiA,  10  Exch.  712. 

The  practice  in  chancery. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  tbe  answer  comprised  both  the  defence  and 
the  answers  to  interro^tories:  see  antey  p.  130,  as  to  the  circumstances  under 
which  production  could  be  obtained  bciore  answer  in  its  character  of  dis- 
covery :  and  see  j90«^,  p.  602,  as  to  priority  of  discovery. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to  see  the  plaintiff's 
documents  before  putting  in  his  answer  regarded  as  his  defence  was  gene- 
ndly  stated  to  be  that  he  and  his  witnesses  might  not  be  able  to  shape  his 
case  according  to  the  evidence  which  would  be  brought  against  him :  Turner 
V.  Burkiftshaiv,  4  Giff.  p.  402 :  Smith  v.  Lay,  18  W.  R.  915 :  Bate  v.  Bate, 
7  Beav.  p.  538 :  Halliday  v.  TempU,  8  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  pp.  99—100.  Nor, 
although  in  some  of  these  cases :  Bate  v.  Bate,  7  Beav.  p.  538  :  and  Fenford 
V.  Munn,  5  Sim.  p.  510 :  and  in  Ban.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1675 :  it  is  said  that  in  such 
circumstances  a  cross  bill  of  discovery  must  have  been  filed,  would  any 
answer  to  the  cross  bill  have  been  compelled  until  after  answer  to  the  original 
bUl:  see  Lord  Eldon  in  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  124.  ^ere 
were  three  cases  in  which  the  time  for  answering  was  extended  until  produc- 
tion of  documents  referred  to  in  the  bill :  but  these  cases  were  subsequently 
disapproved  or  at  all  events  only  justified  on  their  peculiar  grounds.  These 
cases  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  Taylor  v.  Hemming  and  Shepherd  v.  Morris 
and  the  authorities  disapproving  them  are  fully  cited  post,  p.  247  to  p.  261 : 
but  see  now  as  to  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  post,  p.  244. 

In  chancery  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  20  {see  post,  App.  Ch.  II.)  an 
order  for  production  could  not  be  made  on  the  plaintiff  until  after  a  sufficient 

1).  H 
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answer  by  the  defendant  unless  the  court  should  order  to  the  contrary  •  (the 
spirit  of  the  act  being  that  the  defendant  should  not  have  the  benefit  of  the 
order  until  he  had  himself  given  the  required  discovery,  see  further  as  to 
this  post,  p.  603 ;  where  therefore  none  was  required  he  was  entitled  to  the 
order  whether  before  or  after  putting  in  a  voluntary  answer :  see  Bailey  v. 
Dunkerley,  6  W.  K.  835) ;  just  as  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  been  compelled 
to  answer  a  cross  bill  for  discovery  until  the  defendant  had  answered  the 
original  bill:  see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1676,  1678  :  Bailey  v.  BunJcerley:  and  ante. 

It  is  clear  therefore  that  the  defendant  was  considered  to  have  no  right  to 
^peneral  production  or  to  production  of  particular  documents  before  putting 
in  his  defence.  In  Smith  v.  Lay  James,  V.  G.  stated  that  the  court  never 
made  an  order  for  production  against  the  plaintiff  until  the  defendant  had 
put  in  his  answer. 

Production  would  under  some  circumstances  be  ordered  for  the  purpose  of 
resisting  an  injunction  though  the  answer  had  not  been  put  in :  see  Cliff  v. 
Bull,  cited  post,  p.  607 :  but  not  a  case  of  discovery. 


(o)  The  Plaintiff  after  Claim, 

After  claim  the  plaintiff  in  a  chancery  action  will  (subject 
of  course  to  objections  on  other  grounds)  as  a  rule  (see  as  to 
actions  where  the  title  to  land  is  in  dispute,  post^  pp.  618 — 
524)  be  allowed  discovery  and  production  of  documents: 
Union  Bank  of  London  v.  Manby^  13  Ch.  D.  p.  241 :  (not  in 
Ireland,  see  Chary  v.  Fitzgeraldy  I.  B,.  1  Ch.  D.  492,  follow- 
ing the  practice  in  the  common  law  division,  post)  :  and  see 
Mellor  V.  Thompson^  49  L.  T.  222,  where  it  was  unsuccessfully 
argued  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  discovery 
of  docxmients  before  defence  on  the  groimd  that,  the  issues  in 
the  action  not  being  known,  it  coidd  not  be  known  whether 
the  documents  related  to  any  matter  in  question  (see  as  to 
this  suggestion,  supra).  The  practice  at  the  Rolls  Court 
under  Jessel,  M.  E.  was  to  make  the  common  order  on 
the  defendant  as  a  matter  of  course  after  statement  of  claim 
except  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  land :  Phillips  v.  Phillips^ 
40  L.  T.  p.  822 :  and  see  post,  p.  519  :  but  see  under  the 
present  rule,  ante,  p.  156.     In  a  redemption  action  at  all 

*  An  answer  was  technically  sufficient  until  it  was  excepted  to :  the  better 
practice  was  to  make  the  common  order  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  had  had  time 
to  look  into  the  answer,  on  the  one  hand  not  making  it  immediately  on 
putting  in  the  answer,  on  the  other  hand  not  postponing  it  until  the  expira- 
tion of  the  six  weeks  within  which  time  the  plaintiff  could  except :  see 
Morgan,  4th  ed.  p.  179,  referring  to  JFalker  v.  Ketmcdy,  5  "W.  K.  396 : 
Zafone  v.  Falkland  Islands  Co,  2  K.  &  J.  276 :  Silbald  v.  Zoicrie,  ibid, 
p.  277  n. 
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events  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  made,  for  there 
is  no  doubt  what  the  matters  in  question  are.  Even  supposing 
the  defendant  to  admit  the  plaintiff's  case  still  the  plaintiff 
may  have  a  right  to  production  that  he  may  know  whether 
any  other  parties  are  interested :  James,  L.  J.  in  Union  Bank 
of  London  Y.  Manhy^  13  Ch.  D.  241.  But  see  Carver  y.  Pinto 
Leite^  L.  E.  7  Ch.  p.  92  (cited  antey  p.  96)  as  to  an  allega- 
tion by  the  defendant  that  his  defence  will  displace  the  plain- 
tiff's right  to  production. 

In  common  law  actions  the  plaintiff  will  often  be  refused 
discovery  of  documents  at  this  stage :  Hancock  v.  Gucriny  4 
Ex.  D.  3  :  Union  Bank  of  London^  pp.  241,  242 :  for  in  such 
actions  it  often  cannot  be  known  what  are  the  matters  in 
question  until  the  defence  is  put  in :  Hancock  v.  Ghierin  : 
Merciei*  v.  Cotton^  1  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  444 — 446  :  and  see  Mellor 
V.  Thompsony  ante.  The  proposition  in  the  head  note  to 
Hancock  v.  Guenn  that  as  a  general  rule  it  will  not  be  ordered 
before  defence  is  too  broadly  stated :  see  Union  Bank  of 
London  v.  Manbt/j  p.  241. 


(d)  After  defence  either  plaintiff  or  defendant  is  entitled 
to  discovery  and  production  of  documents  almost  as  a  matter 
of  course :  but  see  antey  p.  156,  as  to  the  order  for  discovery  of 
documents,  and  antCy  p.  12,  generally  as  to  discovery. 


(e)  As  to  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  after  the  Pkadings  have 
closed. 

Discovery  and  production  of  documents  appears  to  be  fre- 
quently ordered  in  the  common  law  division  after  the  plead- 
ings have  closed  in  favour  of  either  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as 
at  oonmion  law  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts  after  issue  joined. 
Nor  is  there  any  reason  to  suppose  it  would  be  refused  in  the 
Chancery  division  :  see  Chesterfeldy  8fc,  Co,  v.  Blacky  W.  N. 
76,  p.  204:  (but  see  as  to  interrogatories,  antCy  p.  95):  and 
see  DanvilUer  v.  2ff/ers,  17  Ch.  D.  346,  oitei  pasty  p.  606. 

m2 
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The  practioe  in  chanoery. 

Under  the  Ch.  F.  Act,  1852,  delay  does  not  seem  to  have  affected  a  party's 
ri^t  to  the  common  order  for  discovery. 

It  was  ordered  after  replication  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  in  Lafone  v.  Folk' 
land  Islands  Co.  (1),  4  K.  &  J.  p.  38 :  and  in  Parkinson  v.  Chambers^  1  K.  & 
J.  72  :  and  in  favour  of  a  defendant  in  Rochdale  Canal  Co,  v.  King,  15  Beav. 
11 :  and  even  after  notice  of  motion  for  decree  and  the  plaintiff's  affidavits 
had  been  filed,  proceedings  would  be  stayed  for  the  purpose  of  discovery : 
see  Bramber  v.  Came,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  610.  In  a  plaintiff's  favour  production 
was  ordered  of  particular  documents  admitted  by  the  defendant's  answer  to 
be  in  his  possession  even  after  some  of  the  defendant's  witnesses  had  been 
examined  and  some  of  the  documents  marked  as  exhibits :  Beaufort  v.  Taylor , 
2  Ha.  245 :  so  after  publication  had  passed,  in  Fencott  v.  Clarke,  6  Sim.  8. 

In  Waters  Y.  Shaftesbury,  12  Jur.  N.  S.  3  :  14  "W*.  R.  259  :  the  court  refused 
to  order  production  of  particular  documents  after  the  cause  had  been  set  down 
for  hearing,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  too  late  for  them  to  be  required  for 
the  defence  and  that  they  would  be  of  no  service  at  the  hearing. 


in.  As  to  tlie  Place  and  Time  of  Production  for  the  purpose  of 

Inspection, 

See  as  to  production  after  decree,  post^  p.  567. 

The  form  of  order  for  inspection  prescribed  by  the  rules 
(see  App.  Ch.  I.)  directs  production  at  all  seasonable  times, 
on  reasonable  notice  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  and  taking 
copies,  the  place  for  inspection  being  left  in  blank. 

Under  rule  17  (see  post^  p.  241)  the  party  is  to  offer  in- 
spection at  his  solicitor's  office,  or  in  the  case  of  bankers' 
books  or  other  books  of  account,  or  books  in  constant  use  for 
the  purposes  of  any  trade  or  business,  at  their  usual  place  of 
custody:  and  imder  rule  18  (see  post^  p.  241)  if  the  party 
offers  inspection  elsewhere  than  at  the  office  of  his  solicitor 
the  judge  may  on  the  application  of  the  party  desiring  it 
make  an  order  for  inspection  in  such  place  and  in  such 
manner  as  he  may  think  fit. 

Under  section  66  of  the  Jud.  Act  the  court,  or  any  judge 
of  the  division  to  which  any  cause  or  matter  pending  in  the 
High  Court  is  assigned,  may,  if  it  shall  be  thought  fit,  order 
production  of  any  books  or  documents  in  a  district  registry 
under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  sections  64  and  65. 

As  to  the  notica  necessary  to  be  given  for  inspection  under 
rules  15  to  17,  see  post,  p.  24-3. 
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(a)  As  to  the  Place  tchere  the  Party  is  pnnianhj  bound  to 
produce  his  Documents  for  Inspection. 

The  practice  in  the  chancery  division  in  this  respect  has 
differed  from  that  in  the  common  law  division.  It  was  said 
in  Brown  v.  Sewell,  16  Ch.  D.  p.  519,  that  there  ought  to  be 
a  uniform  rule  in  both  divisions,  and  it  was  suggested  that 
the  primary  obligation  of  the  party  should  be  to  deposit  the 
documents  at  the  Central  Office  to  which  the  Record  and 
Writ  Office  had  been  transferred  by  42  &  43  Vict.  c.  78  (or 
the  district  registry  :  section  66  Jud.  Act,  ante)  in  accordance 
(see  post)  with  the  old  chancery  practice  (and  see  Ord.  LXI. 
r.  30,  posty  p.  166).  No  rule  however  of  this  kind  has  been 
established.  Nor  on  the  other  hand  is  it  conceived  that  the 
indirect  effect  of  the  form  of  order  for  inspection  given  1880 
in  the  App.  to  the  Jud.  Act  (see  App.  Ch.  I.)  and  of  rule  17, 
ante,  is  to  alter  the  place  of  primary  obligation  in  the  chan- 
cery division,  bearing  in  mind  that  in  that  division  the  pro- 
duction of  documents  set  forth  in  the  affidavit  of  documents 
is  not  obtained  under  these  rules  but  is  ordered  in  the  order 
directing  the  affidavit  to  be  made :  see  ante^  p.  154.  See  as 
to  the  effect  of  this  difference  of  practice  upon  the  costs  of 
inspection,  posty  Sect.  V. 

The  practice  in  the  chancery  division  has  been  in  accord- 
ance with  the  previous  practice  in  chancery.  Under  that 
practice  the  strict  rule  was  that  the  inspecting  party  was 
entitled  to  have  the  documents  (see  as  to  documents  abroad, 
posty  p.  171)  of  which  production  was  ordered  deposited*  at 
the  Eecord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office  (now  the  Central  Office, 
see  ante)  and  it  afterwards  grew  to  be  the  practice  (but  see 
posty  p.  172,  as  to  cases  in  which  deposit  would  be  ordered)  as  a 
matter  of  indulgence  and  convenience  to  the  producing  party 
to  allow  the  documents  to  be  produced  at  the  office  of  his  own 
solicitors  :  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Brown  v.  Seicelly  16  Ch.  D.  p.  518 
and  see  Prestney  v.  Mayor  of  Colchester^  24  Ch.  D.  p.  379 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1696:  Prentice  v.  Phillips,  2  Ha.  p.  154 
Oroves  v.  Groves,  2  W.  E.  86  :  Seton,  p.  133  :  that  is  of  the 


See  as  to  the  practice  in  case  of  deposit,  post  (b). 
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London  solicitors  or  agents  where  notices  and  summonses  are 
to  be  served :  Preatmy  v.  Mayor  of  Colchester^  p.  379 :  though 
it  has  been  sometimes  allowed  at  the  office  of  the  country 
solicitor :  see  A.  Q,  v.  Whitworth  Local  Boards  19  W.  E. 
1107 :  Bonnardet  v.  Tayhr,  IJ.  &  H.  383. 

In  the  common  law  division  the  old  common  law  practice 
was  followed.  At  common  law  there  was  no  place  at  which 
the  documents  could  be  deposited,  and  production  was  ordered 
at  the  office  of  the  solicitor  (or  town  agent,  see  Brown  v. 
Sewelly  p.  519)  of  the  owner  of  the  documents :  Brown  v. 
Seicell,  p.  619 :  Arch.  Pr.  1163 :  Day,  C.  L.  P.  304 :  Sill  v. 
Philpy  7  Exch.  232 :  Mepublic  of  Peru  v.  Wegiielin,  L.  R. 
7  0.  P.  352. 


(b)  ITie  Practice  in  case  of  Deposit  in  Court.  * 
(1)  Generally. 

The  order  directs  that  the  party  do  within  a  limited  time 
produce  and  leave  the  documents  with  the  proper  officers  in 
the  Central  Office  (the  Masters  of  the  Supreme  Court,  see  42 
&  43  Vict.  c.  78) ;  the  party  his  solicitors  and  agents  to  be  at 
liberty  to  inspect  and  peruse  them  and  to  take  copies  and 
abstracts  thereof  and  extracts  therefrom  at  his  expense ;  and 
the  proper  officer  to  produce  the  same  upon  any  examination 
of  witnesses  in  the  cause  and  at  the  trial  as  the  party  shall 
require:  with  liberty  to  apply:  see  Seton,  p.  133 — 134: 
Braithw.  506—509 :  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1741. 

Documents  will  be  received  at  the  office  at  any  time  after 
the  time  limited :  Braithw.  506 — 509. 

On  depositing  the  documents  the  original  order  should  if 
possible  be  produced :  in  any  case  a  copy  of  the  order  and  a 
schedule  of  the  documents  must  be  left  with  the  documents  : 
Braithw.  506 — 509.    The  documents  should  be  made  up  into 


*  Where  any  deeds  or  other  documents  are  ordered  to  be  left  or  deposited, 
■whether  for  safe  custody  or  for  the  purpose  of  any  inquiry  in  chambers  or 
otherwiflOi  the  same  shall  be  left  or  deposited  in  the  Central  Office,  and  shaU 
be  subject  to  such  directions  as  may  bo  given  for  the  production  thereof : 
Old.  LXI.  r.  30  (foUowing  Consol.  Old.  XLII.  r.  3). 
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a  paroel,  or  put  into  a  box,  the  parcel  or  box  to  be  indorsed 
with  the  name  of  the  oause  and  the  name  and  address  of  the 
party  or  his  solicitor,  the  box  to  have  a  key  also  labelled: 
Braithw.  506—609. 

The  proper  officer  will  attend  with  the  documents  on  a 
memorandum  (see  Don.  Ch.  F.  pp.  938,  940)  bespeaking  his 
attendance  being  left  with  him  and  on  payment  or  deposit  of 
the  proper  fees  and  his  reasonable  expenses.*  If  the  order 
for  deposit  is  framed  as  above,  no  fresh  order  is  necessary 
where  the  occasion  is  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  the 
action,  or  the  trial :  but  in  other  cases  an  order  (supported  by 
affidavit  that  production  is  necessaoy  for  the  purpose  of  evi- 
dence) is  necessary :  it  may  be  obtained  usually  of  course : 
Braithw.  506 — 509.  See  special  orders  in  Taylor  y.  Sheppard: 
Jones  V.  ThomaSy  post,  pp.  169,  170. 

The  court  has  power  to  order  original  documents  deposited 
in  court  to  be  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of 
cross-examination  of  witnesses  before  an  examiner,  aU.  proper 
care  being  taken  by  way  of  indemnity  or  otherwise  to  secure 
their  safe  return ;  but  only  in  a  special  case :  see  La/one  v. 
Falkland  Islands  Co.  4  K.  &  J.  39,  where  no  such  case  was 
shown :  and  see  Me  Stephens,  L.  R.  9  0.  P.  187. 

The  fee  payable  on  inspection  is  2s.  Gd.  for  each  hour  or 
part  of  an  hour,  not  exceeding  on  one  day  10^. :  see  Court 
Fees  Sched.  Jud.  Act.  A  memorandum  must  be  left  with 
the  officer  on  the  inspection :  see  Dan.  Ch.  F.  p.  938. 

Inspection  will  be  refused  to  any  party  representing  himself 
to  be  the  plaintifE  or  defendant  or  party  by  whom  the  docu- 
ments have  been  left,  unless  introduced  by  his  solicitor  or  is 
suing  or  defending  in  person  :  Braithw.  Pr.  606 — 509. 

Under  the  ordinary  form  of  order  (see  ante)  the  plaintifE 


*  On  an  application  with  or  without  a  subpoena  for  any  officer  to  attend  as 
a  witness  or  to  produce  any  record  or  document  to  be  given  in  evidence  (in 
addition  to  his  reasonable  expenses)  for  each  day  or  part  of  a  day  he  ^aU 
necessarily  be  absent  from  his  office  the  fee  is  1/. :  and  the  officer  may  require 
a  deposit  of  stamps  on  account  of  any  further  fees,  and  a  deposit  of  money  on 
account  of  any  further  fees  which  may  probably  become  payable,  and  an  un- 
dertaking to  pay  any  further  fees  and  expenses  which  may  become  payable ; 
Sched.  of  Court  Fees,  Jud.  Act. 
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his  solicitor  or  agent  may  inspect  in  the  absence  of  tbe  de- 
positor ;  if  it  is  otherwise  desired,  the  order  must  be  qualified : 
ibid. 

A  party  is  not  allowed  to  inspect  documents  left  by  a 
oo-defendant  unless  either  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiflE  or  of 
the  defendant  by  whom  the  docimients  were  left  introduces 
him  and  sanctions  such  inspection :  in  such  case  he  is  regarded 
as  the  agent  of  the  party  introducing  him  :  ibid.  :  hut  qu.  as 
to  a  co-defendant,  see  post,  p.  178. 

The  party  entitled  to  inspect  may  make  copies  abstracts  or 
extracts  at  his  own  expense  without  any  additional  charge : 
or  he  may  get  them  made  in  the  office  for  a  charge  of  6d,  a 
folio :  Braithw.  Pr.  506 — 509  :  Court  Fees  Sched.  Jud.  Act. 

The  depositor  may  inspect  the  documents  without  paying 
any  fee :  Braithw.  506 — 509.  He  cannot  have  them  delivered 
out  to  him  for  any  temporary  purpose  without  a  special  order: 
see  Jones  v.  Thomas^  posty  p.  170. 

Deposit  would  not  be  ordered  for  a  limited  time  on  the 
groimd  that  the  depositor  required  them  for  his  defence: 
A.  G.  v.  Bing/iam,  9  Beav.  159. 

(2)  As  to  Delivery  out  to  the  Depositor, 

The  documents  cannot  be  delivered  out  except  tmder  an 
order  which,  if  the  parties  consent,  can  be  obtjdned  of  course. 
To  obtain  delivery  out  of  them  or  any  of  them  a  copy  of  the 
order  (or  the  note  or  memorandum :  Ord.  LII.  r.  14)  with  a 
receipt  for  the  documents  at  the  foot  signed  (and  witnessed) 
by  the  party  to  whom  they  are  ordered  to  be  delivered  must 
be  left,  and  the  original  produced ;  the  docimients  will  there- 
upon be  delivered  out  to  the  applicant  (it  need  not  be  the 
party  himself). 

The  possession  of  the  court  is  the  possession  of  the  de- 
positor:  Carew  v.  Davies,  21  Beav.  213  :  Beresford  v.  Driver^ 
14  Beav.  pp.  391—392. 

Where  the  documents  are  deposited  for  the  purpose  of 
discovery  and  not  for  security  the  depositor  has  a  right  to 
have  the  documents  back  on  the  purpose  of  discovery  for 
which  they  were  deposited  (including  of  course  production  at 
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the  hearing  or  on  other  necessary  occasions)  being  satisfied : 
Dunn  V.  Ihinn,  3  Dr.  17  :  on  app.  7  D.  G.  M.  &  G-.  25. 

The  next  friend  of  an  infant,  who  on  coming  of  age  had 
repudiated  the  suit,  could  not  claim  a  lien  for  his  costs  upon 
documents  deposited  by  the  defendant  and  prevent  them  from 
being  re-delivered  to  the  defendant :  ibid. 

In  a  creditor's  administration  suit,  after  all  the  debts  had 
been  paid  and  the  suit  at  an  end,  documents  were  ordered  to 
be  re-delivered  to  the  executor  who  had  deposited  them  and 
not  to  the  tenant  for  life  :  Plunket  v.  Letcis,  6  Ha.  65. 

In  Jmner  y.  Morris,  L.  It.  1  Ch.  603,  a  suit  to  raise  portions,  where  doca- 
ments  deposited  by  a  tenant  for  life  were  only  restored  to  him,  with  the 
consent  of  mortgagees  of  the  terms  to  secure  portions,  and  on  his  giving 
security  for  their  safe  custody,  for  production  at  reasonable  times  and  return 
into  court  if  ordered,  on  the  ground  that  on  a  former  occasion  he  had  taken 
them  out  of  the  jurisdiction  without  any  necessity,  the  deposit  was  not  for 
the  purpose  of  discovery. 

But  the  court  has  ordered  a  party's  documents  to  be  de- 
tained in  court  for  the  purpose  of  criminal  proceedings  against 
him  for  forging  the  plaintiff's  signature  to  them :  Walker  v. 
Cooke,  8  T.  &  C.  377.  So  in  Taylor  v.  Sheppard,  1  T.  &  C, 
280,  where  the  plaintiffs  moved  that  the  documents  left  by  the 
defendants  in  the  custody  of  their  clerk  in  court  might  be 
ordered  to  be  produced  at  the  trial  of  H.  whom  they  were 
indicting  for  perjury,  and  also  at  the  trial  of  the  defendants 
whom  they  alleged  they  were  going  to  indict  (for  what 
offence  it  did  not  appear),  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  made  the 
order  as  to  the  trial  of  H.  but  refused  it  as  to  that  of  the 
defendants,  for  he  could  not  order  them  to  produce  evidence 
against  themselves  (and  seej^osf,  p.  314),  considering  that 
the  court  could  make  such  an  order  as  to  documents  in  its 
own  possession,  for,  if  returned  to  the  defendants,  they  might 
withdraw  them  from  the  hands  of  justice,  for  instance  a 
forged  will,  and  distinguishing  R,  v.  Dixon,  3  Burr.  1687 
(see  this  case  cited  post,  p.  356,  n.)  on  the  ground  that  there 
the  documents  were  no  longer  in  the  court's  possession. 

A  party  has  been  allowed  under  a  special  order  to  have 
his  documents  out  of  court  before  trial  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose (commission  to  examine  witnesses)  on  an  imdertaking  to 
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return  them :  Jones  v.  Thomas^  2  T.  &  0.  312,  where  they 
had  been  in  court  for  eight  years :  see  the  order  in  Seton, 
p.  168 :  see  also  Lamb  v.  Danbt/,  9  W.  B.  765 :  and  see 
Beresford  v.  Driver,  14  Beav.  pp.  391—392. 


(c)  As  to  Production  at  other  (see  ante,  subsection  (a) )  Places 

for  the  purpose  of  Impectiofi. 

As  a  further  indulgence  to  the  party  whose  documents 
were  sought  to  be  inspected  production  would  be  ordered  in 
equity  at  other  places  than  his  solicitor's  office.  Where  in- 
spection would  suffice  (see  post,  p.  172,  as  to  cases'  where 
deposit  would  be  insisted  on),  and  deposit  in  court  would  be 
an  injury,  deposit  would  not  be  ordered:  Mat/or  of  Bericick  v. 
Murray,  1  M.  &  G.  530.  Here  the  document  in  question 
was  a  deposit  receipt  for  money  in  a  bank  the  title  to  which 
was  in  dispute  in  the  action :  and  the  court  refused  to  deprive 
the  party  of  the  control  which  he  thus  had  over  the  money 
by  ordering  it  to  be  deposited  in  court. 

See  tmder  the  present  rules  as  to  bankers'  books  and  other 
business  books  ^o«^. 

The  following  are  instances  tmder  the  old  and  the  present 
practice : — 

See  as  to  '*  bankers*  books  or  other  books  of  account  or  books  in  constant 
use  for  the  purposes  of  any  trade  or  business"  rule  17,  ante^  p.  164. 

Where  the  documents  were  in  constant  use  in  business  and  necessary  for 
it,  inspection  at  the  place  where  thej  were  so  in  use  was  a  matter  of  course : 
Mertena  v.  Haigh^  Johns.  735 :  Grane  v.  Cooper,  4  M.  &  G.  263  :  Gei^ard  v. 
Tenswiek,  1  Wils.  Ch.  Ca.  222  :  1  Sw.  534  :  and  the  court  would  give  credit 
to  the  party's  statement  on  oath  that  they  were  in  such  use,  and  so  neces- 
sary ;  Orane  v.  Cooper :  Gerard  v.  Fenswick,  That  they  were  in  constant  use 
was  said  to  be  not  sufficient :  it  must  also  be  stated  that  they  could  not  be 
removed  without  inconvenience :  see  Hooper  v.  Gummy  2  J.  &  H.  602. 

A  local  board  were  ordered  (it  was  ultimately  arranged  otherwise)  to 
bring  their  documents,  including  a  minute  book  to  which  they  had  frequent 
occasion  to  refer,  up  to  London:  A.'G.  v.  Whitwood  Local  Board,  19  W.  R. 

1107. 

Inspection  of  a  coix>oration'8  documents  has  been  allowed  at  the  place 
where  they  were  kept  when  they  were  old,  of  oonsiderable  value,  and 
numerous  (3,000  to  4,000)  and  there  would  be  some  risk  or  at  all  events 
inconvenience  in  bringin^if  them  up  to  London :  Presineij  v.  Mayor  of  Col' 
eheeter,  24  Ch.  D.  376.  The  order  in  this  case  was  made  upon  a  summons  to 
vary  (see  the  proper  form  of  procedure,  po8t,  p.  173)  a  previous  order  on 
the  corporation  to  bring  their  documents  up  to  their  London  agents  for 
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iiiBpeotion.  The  Court  of  Appeal  made  an  order  for  inspection  at  Colchester 
Castle  where  they  were  kept,  but  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  apply  with 
reference  to  any  particular  documents  which  he  might  desire  to  inspect  in 
London :  and,  per  Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  386,  that  it  should  be  only  where  there 
were  documents  as  to  which  there  was  no  reasonable  objection  to  their  being 
brought  to  London  and  it  might  1«  inconvenient  to  go  to  Colchester  to 
inspect  them :  and,  per  Baggallay,  L.  J.  pp.  383 — 384,  that  the  corporation 
ought  to  produce  in  London  all  such  documents  as  might  be  deemed  neces- 
sary on  the  plaintiff's  part  in  support  of  his  case  unlees  some  sufficient 
reason  existed  as  reg^ius  the  conation,  numbers,  or  bulk,  which  would 
make  it  unreasonable. 

The  same  rule  (see  ante,  p.  165)  requiring  dejMsit  in  court  applied  when 
the  documents  were  abroad :  Hooper  y.  Gummy  2  J.  &  H.  608 :  though  it 
would  be  relaxed  if  the  court  thought  fit.  A  plaintiff's  documents  at 
Beyrout  and  Alexandria  were  allowed  to  be  inspected  at  those  places: 
Bu»tro9  V.  Busiros,  30  W.  R.  374 :  so  at  Japan  in  Whyte  v.  Ahrens,  32  W.  R. 
649.  Where  a  defendant's  documents  were  in  India  they  were  ordered  to  be 
brought  over  to  the  defendant's  office  in  England  on  condition  of  the  plain- 
tiff's prepaying  the  expense :  Lindsay  y.  Gladstone,  L.  R.  9  £q.  p.  133. 

Where  the  docimients  were  yoluminous  and  in  daily  use  at  a  distance,  a 
schedule  was  ordered  to  be  made  of  them,  the  adversary  to  have  copies  of 
such  as  he  required :  Oabbett  v.  Cavendish^  3  Sw.  267. 

Lispection  of  court  rolls  has  been  allowed  at  the  steward's  house  in 
London:  Careto  y.  Davies,  21  Beay.  213.  And  the  steward  was  held  not 
entitled  to  charge  any  fees  for  production :  Hoare  y.  Wilson,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  1. 


(d)  As  to  the  Times  of  Production  for  the  purpose  of  Inspection. 

See  as  to  the  time  for  inspeotion  on  notice  under  rules  15 
to  17,  post,  p.  243. 

The  order  in  chancery  directing  production  at  other  places 
than  at  the  central  office  or  district  registry  directs  that  it 
shall  be  at  seasonable  times  and  on  reasonable  notice:  see 
Seton,  pp.  133 — 135 :  and  so  the  order  in  the  App.  to  the 
Jud.  Act,  see  ante,  p.  164 :  though  in  Mertens  v.  Haigh^ 
Johns.  735,  p.  739,  with  reference  to  business  documents,  the 
actual  times  and  duration  of  inspection  length  of  notice  and 
total  period  over  which  the  right  to  inspection  should  extend 
were  stated  in  the  order.  But  generally  these  matters  should 
have  been  arranged  as  far  as  possible  by  the  parties  among 
themselves :  see  Rawson  v.  Samuel,  8  L.  J.  Oh.  74 :  Prentice 
V.  Phillips,  2  Ha.  153. 

Under  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts  the  times  for  inspection  seem  to 
have  been  inserted  in  the  order :  see  Arch.  Pr.  1163  :  Sogers 
V.  Turner,  21  L.  J.  Ex.  8. 
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(e)  Miscellaneous^  ew  to  Time  and  Place, 

In  determining  the  place  at  which  the  production  is  to  be 
made  the  court  will  have  no  regard  to  the  question  whether 
the  party  seeking  inspection  is  rich  or  poor :  see  Pearson,  J. 
in  Prestney  v.  Mayor  of  Colchester^  24  Ch.  D.  p.  380. 

But  where  the  plaintiff  was  a  pauper  inspection  of  the 
defendant's  documents  was  ordered  at  the  oflBlce  of  defend- 
ant's solicitor  instead  of  deposit  in  court  in  order  to  avoid 
expense  to  the  defendant :  Roberts  v.  Lloyd^  7  L.  J.  Ch.  114. 

These  matters  of  time  and  place  are  matters  for  the  discre- 
tion of  the  judge  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  will  not  interfere 
unless  it  has  been  exercised  on  a  wrong  principle :  see  Prest- 
ney V.  Mayor  of  Colchester,  24  Ch.  D.  pp.  383,  385,  and  382, 
referring  to  Bustros  v.  JBustros,  30  W.  E.  374. 

Where  there  wa^  ground  for  suspicion  that  the  documents 
might  be  tampered  with,  deposit  in  court  would  be  ordered : 
Mertens  v.  Haighy  Johns,  p.  738. 

Where  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  a  document  might 
not  be  produced  at  the  hearing  which  it  was  essential  for  the 
purpose  of  justice  should  be  then  produced,  as  for  instance 
where  a  question  turned  upon  the  variations  between  one 
document  and  another  and  a  comparison  was  necessary, 
deposit  in  court  would  be  ordered :  see  Beckford  v.  Wildnian, 
16  Ves.  p.  438 :  Addison  v.  Walker  there  cited :  Princess  of 
Wales  V.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  125 :  and  post,  p.  258.  But  in 
some  cases  of  that  kind  it  has  been  considered  sufficient  to 
order  production  at  the  hearing  without  any  right  at  all  of 
prior  inspection:  see  Beckford  v.  Wildman  and  other  cases 
cited  j»os^,  p.  258. 

Where  a  satisfactory  inspection  could  not  be  had  the  couit 
would  order  deposit  in  court  or  make  some  other  order  to 
meet  the  necessities  of  the  case :  see  Grrane  v.  Cooper,  4  M.  & 
0.  263:  Prentice  v.  Phillips,  2  Ha.  153:  Coleman  v.  West 
EartUpool,  8fc.  5  L.  T.  266 :  Braithw.  506—509. 

Deposit  in  court  was  ordered  (for  what  reason  does  not 
appear)  in  Abud  v.  Riches,  21  Ch.  D,  360. 

Generally  deposit  in  court  may  be  ordered  for  security : 


DISCOVERY  AND  PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS.  173 

Latimer  v.  Neate^  11  Bli.  p.  146 :  Lingen  v.  Sampson,  6  Mad. 
5^90. 

Proceedings  will  if  necessary  be  stayed  pending  inspection: 
see  post,  p.  583,  for  instance  where  the  party  has  not  been 
able  to  get  sufficient  opportunities  for  inspection :  Rawaon  v. 
Samuel,  8  L.  J.  Ch.  pp.  73 — 75  :  and  see  the  form  of  order 
post,  App.  Ch.  I. 

The  producing  party^  may  claim  in  his  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments permission  to  produce  his  documents  at  some  other 
place  or  places  than  the  place  where  he  is  primarily  bound  to 
produce  them :  or  he  may  apply  for  leave  to  produce  them 
elsewhere :  and  if  necessary  to  file  an  affidavit  for  this  pur- 
pose to  distinguish  the  documents :  see  for  instance  Mertens 
V.  JSaigh :  or  see  the  form  of  order  in  Prestney  v.  Mayor  of 
Colchester,  ante,  p.  170  :  the  costs  of  the  application  according 
to  that  case  (but  according  to  Mertens  v.  Haigh  only  if 
resisted :  and  see  Gardner  v.  Dangerfield,  5  Beav.  389)  to  be 
costs  in  the  cause :  and  see  post,  Section  Y.  as  to  the  costs  of 
inspection. 

Where  an  order  has  been  made  directing  the  mode  in 
which  parties  are  to  avail  themselves  of  their  right  to  inspec- 
tion it  is  open  to  the  party  against  whom  the  order  is  made 
to  take  out  a  summons  before  the  same  judge  or  his  successor 
that  notwithstanding  the  previous  order  fresh  directions  as  to 
the  mode  of  inspection  may  be  made  and  if  new  facts  are 
brought  before  the  court  to  show  that  to  follow  the  precise 
directions  of  the  previous  order  will  cause  unnecessary  incon- 
venience or  other  injury  such  an  order  should  be  made :  see 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Prestney  v.  Mayor  of  Colchester,  24  Ch.  D. 
p.  385,  and  Baggallay,  L.  J.  ibid.  p.  381 :  and  see  Oahbett  v. 
Cavendish,  3  Sw.  267  n. :  Mertens  v.  Haigh,  Johns.  735 : 
Bartley  v.  Bartley,  1  Dr.  283  :  Gardner  v.  Dangerfield,  6 
Beav.  389 :  A.  G.  v.  Whitworth  Local  Board,  40  L.  J.  Ch. 
592. 

It  was  not  the  practice  of  the  court  in  equity  to  order  pro- 
duction at  any  other  place  than  in  court  in  favour  of  the 
inspecting  party  except  by  consent :  Maund  v.  Allies,  4  M.  & 
C.  507 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1696. 
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IV.  As  to  taking  CopieSy  Abstracts  or  Extracts, 

'    See  as  to  documents  deposited  in  court  ant^^  III.  (b). 

The  right  to  take  copies  at  the  party's  own  expense  (ab- 
stracts extracts  and  copies :  Wadeer  v.  E.  I.  Co.  8  D.  Q-.  M. 
&  G.  p.  186)  accompanied  the  right  to  inspection  in  chancery 
whether  the  documents  were  deposited  in  court  or  produced 
elsewhere :  and  the  order  was  in  these  terms :  see  Seton,  pp. 
133—134 :  Coleman  v.  West  Hartlepool  Co.  5  L.  T.  266. 
The  usual  practice  was  to  take  them  from  the  solicitor  of  the 
party  whose  documents  were  being  inspected :  Bonnardet  v. 
Taylor^  1  J.  &  H.  p.  387 :  but  the  inspecting  party  had  a 
right  to  make  them  for  himself :  see  Kennedy  v.  George^  6 
W.  E.  218 :  Bonardet  v.  Taylor,  1  J.  &  H.  p.  387 ;  though 
at  an  earlier  date  the  practice  was  not  settled :  see  Prentice 

V.  Phillips,  2  Ha.  153. 

The  right  to  have  copies  obtains  equally  under  the  present 
practice :  see  the  order  in  the  App.  to  the  Jud.  Act  {post, 
App.  Ch.  I.)  "  to  take  copies,  abstracts  and  extracts : "  and  see 
Pratt  V.  Pratt,  47  L.  T.  249 :  30  W.  R.  387,  where  Bacon, 
V.  0.  disapproved  Lord  Romilly's  decision  in  Lockett  v.  Cary, 
10  Jur.  N.  S.  144  (cited  j^os^,  p.  205)  refusing  liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  to  take  copies  of  documents  on  which  the  defendants 
claimed  a  lien  as  solicitors,  on  the  ground  that  if  a  party 
inspected  he  took  a  copy  in  his  memory  and  a  copy  was  only 
for  the  purpose  of  assisting  his  memory.  But  a  copy  may 
be  required  for  the  purpose  of  consulting  other  persons  or 
that  it  may  be  used  at  the  trial  for  pointing  out  particular 
.entries  relied  on :  Draper  v.  Manchester  and  Sheffield  JR.  Co. 
3  D.  G.  F.  &  J.  p.  27. 

But  the  right  is  not  to  make  copies  as  under  the  old 
chancery  practice.  By  Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (18),  it  is  provided 
as  follows : — As  to  taking  copies  of  documents  in  possession 
of  another  party  or  extracts  therefrom  under  rules  of  court  or 
any  special  order  the  party  entitled  to  take  the  copy  or 
extract  is  to  pay  the  solicitor  of  the  party  producing  the 
document  for  such  copy  or  extract  as  he  may  by  writing 
require  at  the  rate  of  4r/.  per  folio :  and  if  the  solicitor  of 
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the  party  producing  the  document  refuses  or  neglects  to 
supply  the  same  the  solicitor  requiring  the  copy  or  extract  is 
to  be  at  liberty  to  make  it  and  the  solicitor  for  the  party 
producing  is  not  to  be  entitled  to  any  fee  in  respect  thereof. 

See  further  as  to  the  costs  of  inspection  and  copies,  posty 
Section  V. 

Facsimile  copies  by  photograph  or  otherwise  of  letters  and 
envelopes  containing  the  alleged  libels  in  an  action  for  libel 
were  permitted  to  be  taken  by  the  defendant  in  Davey  v. 
Pemberton,  11  0.  B.  N,  S.  628. 


V.  As  to  the  Costs  of  Inspection, 

Under  the  0.  L.  P.  Act  the  order  for  inspection  provided  for 
the  costs  of  inspection  and  unless  provision  was  so  made  it  seems 
that  no  costs  of  inspection  could  be  recovered :  Republic  of 
Peru  V.  Weguelin,  L.  E.  7  0.  P.  352 :  Hill  v.  Philp,  7  Exch. 
232 :  Smith  v.  G.  W.  R.  Co.  6  E.  &  B.  405 :  Day,  0.  L.  P. 
304  :  and  see  since  the  Jud.  Act,  Mitchell  v.  Darby  Main  CoU 
liery  Co.  10  Q.  B.  D.  457,  as  to  inspection  of  property  re- 
ferred to  post,  p.  577 :  but  qu.  whether  any  order  is  neces- 
sary, and  whether  the  costs  cannot  be  dealt  with  on  taxation 
upon  the  principles  discussed  post  in  every  case  without  any 
order  being  made  at  all :  and  see  the  form  of  order  for 
mspecHon  post,  App.  Ch.  I. 

In  chancery  (see  ante,  p.  165)  the  primary  obligation  of 
the  party  being  to  produce  his  documents  at  the  Becord  and 
Writ  Office,  now  the  Central  Office,  and  it  not  being  the  prac- 
tice to  allow  to  the  party  his  costs  of  production  there, 
although  he  was  successful  in  the  action,  so  equally  would  he 
be  refused  (on  taxation  as  between  party  and  party)  his  costs 
of  production  at  his  solicitor's  office  :  for  he  could  not  make 
his  opponent  pay  more  costs,  because  for  his  own  (the  party's) 
oonvenience,  the  opponent  waived  his  strict  right  to  have  the 
documents  deposited :  and  the  rule  is  still  the  same  in  the 
Chancery  Division :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Brown  v.  Sewell, 
16  Ch.  D.  pp.  618-519 :  Flockton  v.  Peake,  12  W.  K  1023 
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(costs  of  solicitor's  attendance) :  nor  conld  the  solicitor  charge 
for  it  against  the  inspecting  party :  Woodroffe  v.  Daniel^  10 
Sim.  126  :  Flockton  v.  Peake. 

On  the  same  ground  where  (as  was  the  usual  practice  see 
Bonnardet  v.  Tayhr^  1  J.  &  H.  p.  J387)  copies  were  made  by 
the  solicitor,  only  the  usual  law  stationers'  charges  could  be 
charged  against  the  inspecting  party,  for  he  was  entitled  to 
take  them  himself :  Kennedy  v.  George^  6  W.  R.  218  :  and 
Bee  Prentice  v.  Phillips,  anfe,  p.  174:  see  as  to  the  present 
practice  Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (18),  cited  ante,  p.  174. 

At  common  law  the  rule  was  different.  There  was  no 
place  at  which  the  documents  could  be  deposited,  and  produc- 
tion was  ordered  at  the  office  of  the  party's  solicitor  or  town 
agent  as  a  matter  of  right :  the  costs  of  inspection  therefore 
were  (except  in  exceptional  cases  when  they  would  be  ordered 
to  be  costs  in  the  cause)  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  inspecting 
party :  Brotcn  v.  Seicell,  p.  519  :  Arch.  Pr.  1163 :  Day  C.  L. 
P.  304 :  mil  V.  Philp,  21  L.  J.  Ex.  82  :  7  Exch.  232  :  Be- 
publico/ Peru  v.  Wegueliny  L.  R.  7  0.  P.  352 ;  the  usual  order 
providing  that  ^d.  a  folio  should  be  charged  for  copies,  and 
68,  8d.  costs,  or  the  same  or  a  less  sum  per  hour  if  for  a 
long  inspection,  according  to  the  discretion  of  the  taxing- 
master:  Bepublic  of  Peru  Y,  Weguelin. 

The  inspecting  party  must  according  to  the  chancery  prac- 
tice bear  his  own  costs  of  inspection :  Brown  v.  Sewell,  16  Oh. 
D.  pp.  519,  520:  (but  see  as  to  inspection  under  Ord.  XXXI, 
r.  15,  Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (17)*) ;  but  only  it  is  conceived  when 
the  inspection  is  in  London.  In  Prestney  v.  Mayor  of  Col- 
Chester^  24  Oh.  D.  376,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
that  the  parties  asking  for  the  indulgence  must  undertake  to 
pay  such  additional  costs  as  the  judge  at  the  hearing  might 
hold  to  have  been  reasonably  incurred  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
duction being  ordered  at  Colchester  (where  the  defendant's 
corporation  documents  were  kept)  instead  of  in  London :  the 


*  As  to  inspection  of  documents  under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  16,  no  aUowance 
18  to  be  mado  for  any  notice  or  inspection  unless  it  is  shewn  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  taxing  officer  that  there  vere  good  and  sufficient  reasons  for 
giving  such  notice  and  making  such  inspection.     Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (17). 
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terms  of  the  order  made  by  Pearson,  J.  (liberty  to  apply  for 
any  additional  costs)  not  being  sufficiently  stringent. 

As  to  the  costs  of  making  copies,  only  the  costs  of  copies 
of  material  documents  will  be  allowed,  and  the  taxing-master 
must  use  his  discretion :  Millard  v.  Burroughs,  W.  N.  80, 
p.  4.  See  as  to  the  charge  for  and  practice  as  to  copies^ 
Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (18),  ante,  p.  174. 


VI.  As  to  the  Persons  who  may  Inspect, 
(a)  The  ordinary  Rule. 

Under  rule  15  (seejt^osf,  p.  240)  the  right  of  inspection  is 
confined  to  the  party  or  his  solicitor. 

The  practice  in  the  Chancery  Division  has  been  in  accord- 
ance with  the  old  chancery  practice. 

The  ordinary  rule  (whether  the  documents  were  deposited 
in  court  or  not,  Bartley  v.  Bartley,  1  Dr.  233)  was  to  order 
production  to  the  party  his  solicitors  or  agents :  Boyd  v.  Petriej 
L.  E.  3  Ch.  818 :  Williams  v.  Prince  of  Wales,  8(c,  Co.  23 
Beav.  p.  339 :  and  see  the  forms  in  Seton,  pp.  133 — 134 :  and 
post,  App.  Ch.  I. 

In  Head  v.  Willey,  25  S.  J.  943,  the  order  directed  inspec- 
tion "  by  a  person  to  be  agreed  on  by  the  parties,  or  if  not 
agreed  upon  then  by  a  person  to  be  approved  by  the  master," 
and  the  court  refused  to  vary  it  by  giving  leave  for  the  party 
or  his  accountant  or  nominee  to  inspect,  for  the  other  party 
would  have  no  opportunity  of  objecting.     But  qu. 

In  Mertens  v.  Haigh,  Johns,  p.  739,  it  was  restricted  to  the 
party  or  one  agent  to  be  named  in  the  order. 

An  undertaking  to  produce  to  a  party  implied  an  under- 
taking to  produce  to  his  solicitors  or  agents:  Williams  v. 
Prince  of  Wales,  8fC.  Co. 

No  exact  definition  of  the  term  "  agents"  was  ever  given. 
The  following  are  the  cases  on  the  point : — 

It  was  Bnggested  by  Turner,  L.  J.  in  Draper  v.  Manchester,  ^.  £.  Co,  8 
D.  G.  F.  &  J.  23,  p.  27,  that  it  did  not  necesaarily  mean  legal  agents,  bat 
that  they  must  be  general  agents  and  not  special  ag^ts  appointed  for  the 
paiticiilar  purpose  of  inspecting  (an  ordinary  ag^nt,  perhaps  a  manag^g 
clerk,  not  an  ag^t  pro  hfic  vice :  Bonnardet  v.  Taylor,  1  J.  &  H.  pp.  385 — 
386),  just  as  '*  his  BoUoitors  "  meant  his  solicitors  in  the  sidt ;  that  it  meant 

D.  N 
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perhaps  persoDB  who  have  been  or  are  in  Boiae  way  connected  with  the  suit. 
In  thia  case  it  was  held  that  the  accountant  of  a  neighbouring  railway  was 
not  an  agent  within  this  meaning  for  the  purpose  of  mspecting  the  accounts 
of  the  defendant  railway  company ;  though  it  seems  to  have  been  doubted 
whether  an  accountant  was  necessarily  outside  the  meanings  but  qu. :  see 
Lindsay  y.  Qladaione^  past. 

In  A.  O.  V.  Whitworth  Local  Board,  19  W.  R.  1107:  the  party's  general 
or  estate  agent  was  held  to  be  an  agent  for  this  purpose,  he  being  the  agent 
of  the  property  to  which  the  suit  had  relation  and  in  fact  the  only  person 
who  could  understand  the  documents. 

A  plaintiff  was  not  allowed  to  take  another  defendant  with  him  by  calling 
him  his  agent :  Bartky  v.  Bartleyy  1  Dr.  233.  Qu.  as  to  its  being  permissible 
for  a  plaintiff  to  take  a  co-defendant  as  his  agent  to  inspect  documents  in 
oourt  as  said  in  Braithw.  Pr. :  see  antoy  p.  168. 

A  party's  uncle  was  not  considered  for  this  purpose  as  his  agent,  though 
said  to  be  the  only  person  conversant  with  the  documents :  Summerfield  v. 
Fritchard,  17  Beav.  9. 

See  also  Bepublie  of  Costa  Bica  v.  Erlangery  44  L.  J.  Ch.  402. 

Qu.  whether  any  personal  ohjection  can  be  raised  to  the 
party's  solicitor  or  bonft  fide  agent. 

In  Brown  v.  Berkins,  2  Ha.  540,  a  suit  for  partnership  accounts  by  the 
representatives  of  the  deceased  partner  against  the  surviving  partner,  the 
latter  objected  that  his  clients'  interests  would  be  prejudiced  by  disclosure 
to  a  local  solicitor  ;  the  objection  was  not  recognized  as  a  valid  one  though 
it  was  ultimately  arranged  that  a  disinterested  town  solicitor  should  inspect : 
see  also  Oough  v.  Offiey,  6  D.  G-.  &  Sm.  653 :  in  Draper  v.  Manchwter,  ^e.  Co. 
ante,  the  person  objected  to  was  not  the  party's  agent. 


(b)  Special  Persons, 

In  chancery  if  it  was  desired  to  take  a  special  person  to 
inspect  a  special  application  on  special  grounds  must  have 
been  made:  Bo^d  v.  Petrie,  L.  R.  3  Oh.  p.  819. 

Where  an  inspection  would  practically  be  useless  without 
such  special  assistance  it  would  be  allowed,  as  for  instance  a 
mining  inspector  in  actions  relating  to  mines,  or  scientific 
persons  in  patent  actions :  see  Bonnardet  v.  Taylor y  1  J.  &  H. 
pp.  386 — 387.     The  following  are  instances : — 

In  Swansea  Vale  Co,  v.  Budd,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  274,  a  special  order  was  made 
for  a  surveyor  or  engineering  agent  to  inspect  certain  engineering  maps  and 
plans,  on  the  ground  that  the  party  was  not  possessed  of  sufficient  engineer- 
ing knowledge  to  inspect  them  to  any  purpose. 

Where  the  accounts  were  extensive  and  icept  in  Indian  currency  a  special 
t>rder  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  (who  as  assignee  had  revived  a  suit 
brought  by  a  bankrupt)  for  inspection  by  himself  his  solicitors  or  agents  with 
the  assistance  of  the  bankrupt  as  accountant:  and  upon  the  defendant's 
refusing  the  bankrupt  inspection  unless  accompanied  by  the  plaintiff  or  his 
solicitor,  it  was  ordered  on  the  plaintiff's  application  that  he  should  be 
allowed  to  inspect  accompanied  by  a  du^  authorized  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's 
Bolioitor:  Lindsay  v.  Gladstone,  L.  K.  9  Eq.  132. 

In  proceedings  in  a  winding-up,  where  the  transactions  were  complicated, 
an  order  was  made  for  inspection  (with  liberty  to  take  extracts)  by  an 
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Boooimtaiit  on  behalf  of  contribntories  at  their  expense,  some  person  being 
present  to  see  that  the  books  were  not  tampered  with :  Re  Joint  Stock  Dia^ 
count  Co.  16  W.  R.  99. 

Where  the  accounts  were  complicated  and  in  French  a  special  accountant 
was  allowed :  Bonnardet  v.  Taylor^  1  J.  &  H.  383. 

In  Eepttblie  of  Feru  v.  Jregtselin,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  166,  a  nnmber  of  persons  not 
exceeding  twelre,  whose  names  and  addresses  the  party  (plaintiff)  seeking 
discovery  was  to  give,  were  allowed  to  have  inspection  in  a  large  room  which 
he  offered  to  hire  for  the  purpose  next  door,  he  consenting  to  provide  safes 
and  to  allow  the  defendants  to  keep  a  clerk  there,  the  room  in  which  inspec- 
tion had  been  offered  not  being  large  enough  to  contain  all  the  documents. 

In  Blair  v.  Masseyy  Ir.  Hep.  6  Eq.  623,  the  party's  counsel  was  allowed  to 
inspect. 

It  was  not  generally  (though  in  some  cases  it  might  be  so : 
see  Draper  v.  Manchester^  8fc,  Co.  3  D.  Q-.  F.  &  J.  p.  27)  any 
answer  to  applications  for  inspection  by  special  persons  that 
copies  of  the  documents  could  be  made  and  shown  to  them : 
Swansea  Vale  Co.  v.  Btidd^  L.  R.  2  Eq.  274 :  certainly  not 
where  the  documents  were  numerous  or  long,  and  it  would 
be  oppressive  to  compel  such  copies:  Bonnardet  v.  Taylor y  1  J. 
&  H.  pp.  387—388. 

.  Inspection  by  witnesses  before  giving  their  evidence,  by 
experts,  has  sometimes  been  allowed  in  the  case  of  documents 
charged  to  be  forged  or  otherwise  not  genuine. 

Where  there  was  grave  reason  to  suspect  that  documents  which  had  been 
produced  in  evidence  by  a  creditor  in  sapport  of  his  claim  under  a  decree 
were  not  genuine,  deposit  (or  rather  the  documents  being  then  in  the  custody 
of  the  chief  clerk  it  was  ordered  that  they  should  remain  there  with  liberty 
for  the  creditor  to  apply  to  take  them'  out  if  detained  for  an  unreasonably 
long  time)  with  the  cnief  clerk  was  ordered  for  inspection  before  him  by  the 
ap^cant's  witnesses:  Orovcsy.  Orovesj  Kay,  App.  19:  23  L.  J.  Gh.  199,  cited 
in  Boyd  v.  Feirie^  L.  R.  3  Ch.  p.  819,  a  previous  application  to  that  effect 
before  they  had  been  actually  produced  in  evidence  having  been  refused  and 
only  the  common  order  for  inspection  at  the  solicitor's  office  being  made : 
2  W.  R.  86:  and,  on  the  creditor  objecting  that  the  applicant  would  only  caU 
those  witnesses  who  reported  favourably  for  him,  it  was  ordered  that  l^e 
names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  to  whom  he  intended  to  submit  them 
should  be  handed  to  the  chief  clerk  and  that  the  inspection  should  take  place 
in  the  presence  of  the  creditor's  solicitor:  see  the  form  in  Seton,  p.  140. 

In  BlakefUy  y.  Figgy  20  L.  T.  67,  on  the  application  of  residuary  legatees 
alleging  that  they  believed  two  promissory  notes  on  which  creditors  cUimed 
under  a  decree  to  be  not  genuine,  an  order  was  made  for  their  deposit  (and 
also  of  an  account  book)  with  the  chief  derk  for  a  month  for  examination  by 
experts,  the  applicants  to  have  free  access  to  them. 

But  where  defendants  merely  stated  in  their  answer  that  they  did  not 
know  whetiier  or  not  they  had  executed  certain  documents  (transfers  of 
mortgagee  to  the  plaintiffs],  and  the  application  was  only  supported  by  a 
loose  affidavit  of  their  solicitor,  who  had  inspected  them  imder  tne  common, 
order,  to  the  effect  that  it  was  material  that  they  shotdd  be  inspected  by 
experts  without  any  statement  that  it  was  believed  they  were  forged,  the 
application  was  refused:  Boyd  y.  PetriCy  L.  R.  3  Ch.  818,  reversing  5  Eq. 
290. 

k2 
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• 

In  Twenty  man  y.  Barnes^  2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  225,  an  application  was  made  for 
leave  to  submit  a  docoment  impeached  for  forgery  to  chemical  tests :  the 
application  was  refused  on  an  undertaking  that  it  should  not  be  removed 
from  the  custody  of  the  clerk  of  records. 

See  also  Sicift  v.  MeTerman,  cited  post^  p.  268,  where  production  of  a  docu- 
ment alleged  to  have  been  altered  for  examination  by  witnesses  before  the 
hearing  was  refused  and  an  order  made  only  for  its  production  at  the  hearing. 
See  further  as  to  documents  whose  genuineness  is  impeached,  post,  p.  246. 


VII.  Production  otherwise  than  for  the  purpose  of  Inspection. 

The  order  in  chancery  directs  production  upon  any  exami- 
nation of  witnesses  in  the  action,  and  at  the  hearing:  see 
Seton,  pp.  133 — 134 :  and  see  as  to  deposit  in  court  antCj 
p.  167. 

The  order  in  the  Appendix  to  the  Jud.  Act  (see  App. 
Ch.  I.)  is  confined  to  directions  for  production  for  the  pur- 
pose of  inspection. 

See  as  to  production  on  examination  of  witnesses  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  Lafone  v.  FalklandSy  8fc.  Co.  ante,  p.  167. 

The  costs  of  production  in  town  on  the  examination  of 
witnesses  and  at  the  hearing,  where  the  documents  are  not 
deposited  in  court  (see  as  to  the  practice  in  case  of  deposit 
antCy  p.  167),  must  be  borne  by  the  producing  party  in  the 
Chancery  Division,  it  being  for  his  own  convenience  that 
deposit  has  not  been  ordered  (see  ante^  p.  165,  and  antCy  p. 
175) ;  but  where  production  for  this  purpose  is  required  in 
the  country,  it  must  be  at  the  expense  of  the  inspecting 
party:  Davies  v.  Harford,  3  Beav.  118. 

In  some  cases  the  only  order  made  has  been  for  production 
at  the  hearing :  see  Beckford  v.  Williams  and  other  cases  cited 
posty  p.  258,  and  ante,  p.  172. 


Vlll.  Relevant  Documents, 

An  admission  of  relevancy  is  necessary,  see  ante,  p.  153 : 
and  ^Qpost  (d).  The  party's  oath  (direct,  or  indirect  as  by 
omission  from  the  affidavit  of  docimients)  that  a  document 
is  irrelevant  (see  post,  p.  187,  as  to  irrelevancy  to  a  particular 
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(a)  The  Validity  of  the  Party^a  Oath  as  to  Irrekmncy — the 
necessity  of  an  Admission  of  Rekmncy. 

An  admission  by  the  party  of  releyanoy  is  necessary :  see 
ante  J  p.  153  :  posty  p.  230 :  and  soQpost  (d). 

The  party's  oath  that  a  partioular  document  is  irreleyant 
(see  posty  p.  187,  as  to  irrelevancy  to  a  particular  matter  in 
question)  is  conclusive,  unless  the  court  is  reasonably  satisfied 
from  certain  definite  sources  (these  sources  being,  it  is  con* 
ceived,  the  same  as  those  into  which  the  court  may  look  for 
the  purpose  of  testing  the  sufficiency  of  an  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments, see  posty  p.  215)  that,  in  spite  of  his  oath  to  the  con- 
trary, the  document  is  relevant.  Mere  suspicion  (derived 
from  these  sources)  that  the  document  may  be  relevant,  al- 
though it  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  court  in  ordering  the 
party  to  make  a  further  affidavit  of  documents  (see  posf^ 
p.  215),  does  not  entitle  the  court  to  order  its  production  in 
the  face  of  a  specific  statement  of  irrelevancy.  Where,  there- 
fore, the  court  has  ordered  a  further  affidavit  on  the  ground 
of  the  suspected  omission  of  relevant  documents,  and  the 
party  has  in  his  further  affidavit  sworn  (specifically  or  gene- 
rally, according  to  the  form  of  order  for  the  further  affidavit, 
see  posty  p.  219)  that  the  documents  are  irrelevant,  the 
court  can  go  no  further :  it  cannot  disregard  his  oath  unless 
reasonably  satisfied  of  its  untruth. 

The  above  oonsiderations  rest  on  the  fundamental  principle  that  the  party's 
admission  of  releyancy  is  necessary  before  the  court  can  order  production : 
the  solo  justification  for  the  court*s  disregarding  the  party's  s^eoino  statement 
of  irrelevancy  is  that  these  definite  sources  contain  matter  which  is  equivalent 
to  an  admission  of  relevancy.  They  were,  however,  very  clearly  set  forth  in 
the  judgment  of  Cotton,  Li.  J.  in  a  recent  case  (not  reported)  of  Compiignie 
F\naneiSr0  v.  Pertwian  Guano  Co,  In  this  case  a  further  affidavit  of  documents 
had  been  ordered:  see  pott,  pp.  184,  215.  A  further  affidavit  was  made, 
and  tiierein  the  party  swore  that  certain  documents  were  irrelevant.  The 
Divisional  Court  ordered  production  of  tiiem,  applying  the  dictum  of 
Brett,  M.  R.  (cited  post,  pp.  183,  184,  215),  and  considering  that  it  was  not 
unreasonable  to  suppose  l^t  the  documents  might  be  relevant.  The  Court 
of  Appeal  reversed  the  decision :  Cotton,  L.  J.  on  the  grounds  stated  above, 
that  is  to  say,  distinguishing  between  the  case  of  a  further  affidavit  of 
documents,  to  which  uone  the  dictum  of  Brett,  M.  K.  could  be  applicable, 
and  the  case  of  production :  Brett,  M.  B.  oonsidering  that  the  Divisional 
Court  had  unduly  strained  the  lang^uage  he  had  used  in  the  former  case,  and 
that  the  reasonable  supposition  m^  be  founded  upon  something  definite  in 
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the  sonroes  to  whioh  the  oourt  might  look,  and  not  otherwiie.  Beferenoe 
maj  alBO  be  made  to  the  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Zyell  v.  Kennedy ^  27 
CJh.  D.  at  pp.  19—22,  referred  to  ante,  p.  109,  and  po9t^  p.  216 ;  and,  in 

Sartionlar,  at  pp.  21,  22:  and  alfio  to  tne  oaaes  of  sealing  np  parts  of 
ocmnents,  poit^  pp.  233 — 236, 

Where  the  party  states  the  groiinds  on  which  he  contends 
the  document  to  be  irrelevant,  the  court  can,  of  course,  de- 
termine for  itself  the  validity  of  these  grounds,  and  is  not 
bound  by  his  conclusion  :  see  also  antCy  p.  18,  as  to  where  the 
question  of  relevancy  is  or  depends  upon  a  question  in  the 
cause. 


(a)  Ab  to  what  are  Documents  relating  to  any  Matter  in  question 
80  as  that  they  must  be  included  in  the  Affidavit, 

As  to  limiting  the  affidavit  to  particular  classes  of  docu- 
ments under  rule  12,  see  ante^  p.  158. 

Documents  the  contents  of  which  are  only  consequentially 
relevant  must  be  included  unless  it  is  limited  so  as  to  exclude 
them.    See  as  to  consequential  discoveiy,  ante^  p.  24. 

Documents  which  may  have  to  be  delivered  up  or  can- 
celled, as  part  of  the  relief  prayed^  should  be  included ;  for 
example,  the  title  deeds  of  the  property  sought  to  be  recovered, 
though  they  have  no  bearing  on  any  of  the  issues.  The 
practice  in  chancery  was  to  schedule  all  such  documents  in 
the  answer  in  early  times  in  the  affidavit  after  the  G.  P.  Act. 
Before  this  act  all  documents  had  to  be  scheduled  "which 
related  to  the  matters  contained  in  the  bill,  or  whereby  their 
truth  would  appear"  :  Mansell  v.  Feeney^  2  J.  &  H.  p.  318  : 
in  some  respects  perhaps  (though  in  other  respects  it  was 
narrower,  see  post,  p.  500)  this  expression  was  wider  than  the 
form  "  relating  to  any  matter  in  question."  The  reason  for 
scheduling  them  was  that  the  plaintiff  might  get  a  perfect 
decree  (see  ante,  p.  21),  for  without  an  admission  of  posses- 
sion and  a  list  or  description  of  them  no  order  for  tKeir 
delivery  or  cancellation  could  be  made :  see  ante,  p.  23 :  and 
if  not  in  the  defendant's  possession  at  the  time  (or  not  in  his 
sole  possession,  see  post^  p.  198),  the  names  of  the  persons 
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haying  any  possession  of  them  could  have  been  required,  in 
order  that,  if  neoessarj,  the  persons  having  possession  of  them 
might  be  made  parties :  see  ante^  p.  19,  though  no  pro- 
duction of  them  could  be  ordered,  for  their  contents  had  no 
bearing  on  the  matters  in  question :  see  ante^  p.  23.  And  it 
is  conceived  that  the  affidavit  of  documents  is  now  the  proper 
machinery  for  giving  this  discovery :  see  the  6th  paragraph 
of  the  form  of  affidavit  given  in  the  Appendix  to  the  Rules 
(App.  Ch.  I.) :  and  see  post^  p.  234,  further  as  to  the  various 
purposes  of  the  affidavit.  It  may  be  noted  that  lindley,  L.  J. 
in  Phillips  v.  PhillipSy  40  L.  T.  p.  821,  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  land,  considered  that  matter  in  question  did  not 
mean  thing  in  dispute  as  land  or  a  ship  nor  matter  in  issue, 
for  issue  might  not  yet  be  joined,  but  the  alleged  title  of  the 
plaintiff. 


(b)  As  to  what  are  Documents  relating  to  a  particular  Matter 
in  question^  that  is  to  say^  Documents  matetnal  for  its 
Determination  as  distinguished  from  Documents  only  cori" 
sequentially  relevant. 

See  generally  as  to  relevancy,  ante,  Chap.  I.  Sect.  II. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  document  mentions  the  subject  of 
dispute,  for  instance  a  private  letter,  cannot  make  it  in  this 
sense  a  document  relating  to  the  matter  in  question. 

"  Relating  to"  must  mean  "  relevant,  material,  pertinent.*' 

Every  document  which  will  throw  any  light  on  the  case 
is  prim&  facie  subject  to  iospection :  Blackburn,  J.  in  Sutch^ 
inson  v.  Olover,  1  Q.  B.  D.  p.  141. 

Documents  relating  to  any  matter  in  question  in  the  action 
are  not  confined  to  those  which  would  be  evidence  either  to 
prove  or  disprove  any  matter  in  question  in  the  action:  Brett, 
M.  R.  in  Compagnie  Mnanciire,  8fc.  v.  Perutnan  Guano  Co.  11 
Q.  B.  D.  p.  62.  "  It  seems  to  me  that  every  document  relates 
to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  action  which  not  only  would 
be  evidence  upon  any  issue  but  also  which  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  contains  information  which  may — not  which  must — 
either  directly  or  indirectly  enable  the  party  requiring  the 
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affidavit  either  to  advance  his  own  case  or  to  damage  the  case 
of  his  adversary.  I  have  put  in  the  words  *  either  directly  or 
indirectly,'  because  as  it  seems  to  me  a  document  can  properly 
be  said  to  contain  information  which  may  enable  the  party 
requiring  the  affidavit  either  to  advance  his  own  case  or  to 
damage  the  case  of  his  adversary  if  it  is  a  document  which 
may  fairly  lead  him  to  a  train  of  inquiry  (see  DaniellY.  Bond, 
posty  and  ante,  p.  113,  as  to  interrogatories)  which  may  have 
either  of  these  two  consequences :"  Brett,  M.  E.  ibid,  p.  63 : 
and  see  Baggallay,  L.  J.  ibid,  p.  60. 

Tn  this  case  the  plaintiffs  contended  that  there  was  a  concluded  agreement 
and  a  breach  thereof  on  a  particular  date :  the  defendants  contended  that 
there  never  was  a  concluded  agreement  but  only  a  continuing  negotiation  : 
the  documents  in  question,  being  documents  referred  to  in  a  minute  book 
diflolosed  in  the  plaintiffs*  affidavit  of  documents  (drafts  of  arrangements 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  letters  and  telegrams  from  and  to  their 
agents)  but  not  themselves  disclosed  in  the  affidavit  of  documents,  were  (with 
certain  exceptions)  subsequent  to  the  alleged  breach ;  if  the  plaintiff's  case 
were  true  (see  as  to  this  point  ante^  p.  18)  thej  could  not  be  material,  and  on 
this  ground  Pearson,  J.  refused  to  order  a  further  affidavit  in  respect  of  those 
subsequent  to  the  alleged  breach :  the  Court  of  Appeal  ordered  a  further 
affidavit  in  respect  of  these  also,  holding  that  according  to  the  defendant's 
contention  they  were  material,  for  that  new  propositions  in  a  continuing  ne- 
gotiation were  part  of  the  negotiation,  and  that  it  was  not  unreasonable  to 
suppose  that  the  documents  contained  information  which  might  show  that 
there  were  continuing  negotiations  (pp.  64 — 65) :  and  that  if  any  of  them  were 
negotiations  to  effect  a  settlement  privilege  could  be  claimed  for  them  in  the 
affidavit,  for  negotiations  to  effect  a  settlement  could  not  be  material  (see 
postf  p.  186)  with  regard  to  matters  in  dispute  in  the  action  (p.  66) :  see  gene- 
rally as  to  ordering  a  further  affidavit  and  the  result  of  this  decision  in  oon- 
liection  therewith  poaty  p.  219. 

That  a  document  would  not  be  admissible  in  evidence  was 
never  a  ground  either  at  law  or  equity  for  not  granting  in- 
spection :  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Bustros  v.  White,  1  Q,  B.  D.  p. 
425 :  and  see  Nicholl  v.  Jones,  2  H.  &  M.  p.  593  :  and 
Whiffen  v.  Harticright,  11  Beav.  p.  112.  Whether  a  docu- 
ment would  be  evidence  or  not  for  the  psurty  claiming  inspec- 
tion is  not  a  test  of  the  right  to  it :  Blackburn,  J.  in 
Hutchinson  v.  Glover,  p.  141.  For  instance  correspondence 
containing  mere  matter  of  opinion  by  a  non-legal  agent  must 
be  produced :  Bustros  v.  White,  p.  427  (an  opinion  gratuitously 
expressed  as  to  the  prospect  of  the  plaintiflf's  success:  ibid, 
L.  J.  Notes  of  Ca.  1876,  p.  130).  Qu.  as  to  Coi*p,  of  Bristol 
V.  Cox,  26  Ch.  D.  p.  684,  where  Pearson,  J.  seems  to  have 
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oonsidered  certain  cases  and  opinions  immaterial  on  the 
ground  that,  the  issue  being  whether  the  corporation  were  in 
fact  right,  the  documents  could  only  show  that  they  did  what 
they  thought  was  wrong  which  could  not  affect  the  issue. 

However  in  a  common  law  case  before  the  Jud.  Aofc,  Richards  v.  Oellathj^ 
L.  B.  7  G.  P.  127,  inspection  of  certain  documents  was  refused  on  the  ground 
that  they  would  not  be  admissible  for  anj  purpose.  In  this  ca&e  which  was 
an  action  against  the  agents  to  a  ship  for  false  representations  as  to  its  cha- 
racter and  accommodation  the  documents  consisted  of  letters  from  other  pas- 
sengers to  the  defendants  complaining  of  the  ship  and  refusing  to  proceed  in 
her  (some  of  the  complaints  being  met  bv  a  return  of  part  of  the  passage 
money),  and  letters  from  the  captain  and  owners  written  after  such  com- 
plaints: firetti  L.  J.  at  p.  132  apparently  considered  not  only  that  it  was  no 
g^und  for  inspection  that  the  documents  might  afford  useful  materials  for 
cross-examination  (as  to  which  see  poat^  p.  186),  but  also  that  it  was  a  ground 
for  objecting  to  produce  them  that  they  might  be  used  to  the  defendant's 
prejudice  in  order  to  show  that  they  had  not  thought  it  worth  while  to  resist 
these  claims.  But  in  the  first  place  as  to  the  principle  ;  it  is  no  ground  for 
protection  of  a  relevant  document  that  its  -production  might  be  injurious  to 
the  party  producing  it  if  made  use  of  before  a  jury :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Jiusiros 
T.  Whiter  I  Q.  B.  D.  p.  427.  And  in  the  second  place  as  to  the  actual  deci- 
sion. In  Hutehinson  v.  Glover,  1  Q.  B.  D.  138  an  action  against  shipowners 
by  the  owners  of  cargo  shipped  on  the  defendants'  vessel  for  damage  thereto 
caused  by  collision  with  another  ship,  production  was  ordered  of  documents 
that  had  passed  between  the  defendants  and  the  owners  of  the  other  ship  in 
the  course  of  arranging  a  compromise  of  the  litigation  which  had  been  com- 
menced between  them  in  respect  of  their  liability  for  the  collision,  on  the 
ground  that  if  they  turned  out  to  contain  an  admission  by  the  defendants  of 
their  liability  it  would  be  quite  relevant :  see  Blackburn,  J.  p.  140 :  and  see 
Combe  v.  Citt/  of  London ,  4  Y.  &  0.  pp.  156 — 157.  This  case  was  affirmed  in 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  33  L.  T.  834,  it  appearing  then  that  the  previous  litiga- 
tion dealt  also  with  the  damage  to  the  cargo. 

In  marine  insurance  cases  the  documents  necessary  to  he 
set  out  in  the  affidavit  were  not  confined  to  such  as  would  be 
evidence  to  support  or  defeat  any  issue  in  the  cause :  Brett, 
M.  Er.  in  Compagnie^  Sfc.  v.  Peruvian,  Sfc,  Co.  ante,  at  p.  62  : 
and  see  Daniell  v.  Bond,  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  723,  724. 

All  suitors  have  a  right  to  all  documents  having  a  proxi- 
mate becudng  on  the  case  and  affording  information  in  respect 
of  the  matters  in  issue  in  the  cause :  ibid,  p.  724 :  qu.  whether 
this  was  intended  to  apply  to  all  cases  or  only  to  actions  of 
the  same  nature  as  Daniell  v.  Bond,  that  is  to  say,  dealing  with 
ships'  papers.  See  further  as  to  this  case  post,  p.  515 :  and 
generally  as  to  imderwriters,  post,  p.  557. 

In  this  case  in  answer  to  the  contention  that  it  was  not  a 
ground  for  ordering  inspection  of  documents  that  the  party 
might  thereby  be  put  on  the  track  to  discover  evidence  (and 
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see  antBy  p.  184)  WilliamB,  J.  (p.  722)  said  that  the  docmnentB 
might  point  to  the  witnesses  who  could  prove  the  plaintiff's 
case,  namely  the  persons  who  did  the  repairs  to  the  ship: 
(see  as  to  discovery  of  witnesses,  j^os^,  p.  298). 

See  as  to  documents  relating  to  compromises  of  other  liti- 
gation or  matters  in  dispute :  Sutchinson  v.  Olover,  ante :  and 
posty  p.  555,  in  reference  to  patent  actions. 

A  defendant  was  refused  inspection  of  doomnents  relating  to  negotiations 
for  a  compromise  of  the  action  between  the  plaintiff  and  other  defendants 
and  sworn  hj  the  plaintiff  not  to  affect  the  defendant  seeking  inspection : 
Bagnall  v.  Carlton,  W.  N.  76,  p.  216. 

Documents  relating  to  a  compromise  between  defendants  and  other  persons 
were  protected  on  other  grounds  in  Warrick  v.  QueenU  Coll,  eeepotl,  p.  201. 

See  as  to  negotiations  to  effect  a  settlement:  Compagnie 
Financiered  8fc,  v.  Peruvian  Guano  Co.  ante,  p.  184.     But  qu. 

That  documents  may  be  material  for  cross-examination 
clearly  does  not  of  necessity  make  them  relevant :  for  cross- 
examination  may  travel  into  matters  whoUy  irrelevant.  See 
ante,  p.  113,  as  to  this  point  in  connection  with  interroga- 
tories :  and  see  Richards  v.  Oellatly,  ante, 

Qu.  as  to  inspection  in  order  to  prepare  for  cross-examina- 
tion, see  Ladds  v.  Walthew,  post,  p.  569. 

Documents  required  merely  for  comparing  handwriting 
may  perhaps  in  some  cases  be  relevant  so  as  to  require  being 
scheduled :  Wilson  v.  Thornhurtjy  L.  E.  17  Eq.  517.  In  this 
case  the  genuineness  of  the  testator's  signature  to  a  receipt 
was  in  issue,  and  the  executors  having  produced  several 
cheques  signed  by  the  testator  were  held  not  bound  to  sche- 
dule or  produce  others  the  signatures  to  which  they  had 
stated  in  the  affidavit  to  be  forgeries. 


(c)  As  to  distinguishing  Documents  admitted  to  relate  to  the 
Matters  in  question  hut  sworn  to  be  immaterial  for  the 
Detayninatiofi  of  t/ie  Matter  immediately  in  question. 

It  has  been  seen  {ante,  pp.  24 — 27)  that  under  the  provi- 
sions of  rules  20,  1,  6,  and  12  the  court  has  an  absolute 
discretion  to  postpone  all  discovery  which  is  not  required  for 
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the  actual  determination  of  the  issue  or  matter  in  question 
immediately  about  to  oome  on  for  trial,  and  (see  ante,  p.  31) 
that  even  under  the  old  chancery  practice  the  judges  con- 
sidered themselves  at  liberty  to  withhold  the  production  of 
documents  which  would  be  of  use  only  if  the  plaintifiE  suc- 
ceeded in  establishing  his  case  and  would  not  assist  him  in 
establishing  that  case. 

It  is  necessary  therefore  in  respect  of  documents  of  this 
kind  (see  for  instance  Li/ell  v.  Kennedy,  8  App.  Cas.  p.  229) 
and  in  particidar  in  respect  of  documents  which  are  scheduled 
only  in  order  that  a  party  may  obtain  complete  relief  by  an 
order  for  their  production  delivery  or  cancellation,  and  pro- 
duction of  which  the  court  has  no  right  to  enforce  (see  ante^ 
p.  23),  to  distinguish  such  documents  from  documents  ma- 
terial for  the  determination  of  the  matter  immediately  in 
question. 

The  question  therefore  arises  how  the  court  will  satisfy 
itself  that  any  documents  whether  scheduled  in  the  affidavit 
of  documents  or  referred  to  in  the  party's  pleadings  or  other 
affidavits  are  immaterial  to  the  issue  or  matter  immediately 
in  question. 

Now  with  respect  to  documents  falling  within  the  principle 
which  protects  the  party's  "  evidences  "  rules  to  some  extent 
precise  have  been  laid  down  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
claim  to  protection  must  be  asserted  and  the  degree  of  credit 
to  be  attached  to  such  an  assertion.  No  rules  of  a  similar 
character  have  ever  been  laid  down  in  respect  to  documents 
sought  to  be  protected  on  the  grounds  now  being  considered. 
In  some  cases,  such  as  for  instance  Bannatyne  v.  Leader,  cited 
post,  p.  189  :  Manaell  v.  Feeney,  cited  post,  p.  188 :  (and  see 
the  other  cases  cited.  ^;(?«^,  p.  189) :  the  distinction  between 
documents  which  the  party  admits  to  be  material  to  the 
determination  of  the  issue  but  which  he  asserts  to  exclusively 
evidence  or  relate  to  his  own  case,  and  documents  which  he 
asserts  to  be  not  material  to  its  determination  at  all  but  only 
consequentially  relevant,  is  not  always  sufficiently  observed. 
The  questions  are  essentially  distinct  in  principle.  It  seems 
however  from  the  cases  on  the  subject  (cited  je>05^,  p.  188)  that 
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the  court  will  accept  from  the  party  a  precise  assertion  to  the 
effect  that  they  are  immaterial  to  the  determination  of  the 
matter  immediately  in  question,  where  it  is  not  contradicted 
or  inconsistent,  as  is  pointed  out  ante,  p.  181,  and  where  it 
is  borne  out  or  at  all  events  not  contradicted  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  documents.  In  respect  of  documents  exclusively 
evidencing  or  relating  to  the  party's  own  case,  it  has  been 
established  (see  post,  p.  488)  that  no  description  either  general 
or  individual  is  necessary.  Whether  a  bare  statement  of 
immateriality  to  the  determination  of  the  matter  immediately 
in  question  without  any  description  is  sufficient  to  protect 
documents  admittedly  generally  relevant  may  be  doubted. 
The  practice  in  chancery  was  always  to  describe  (in  early 
times  individually  in  later  times  more  generally,  see  jwst, 
p.  490)  the  documents.  No  doubt  a  statement  express  or 
implied  (as  by  omission  from  the  affidavit  of  documents :  see 
post,  p.  211)  that  certain  documents  are  altogether  irrelevant 
to  the  matters  in  question  is  conclusive,  if  not  contradicted 
or  inconsistent  as  ante,  p.  181,  though  it  may  really  involve 
a  question  of  law :  see  Wigr.  PI.  317 :  Hare,  p.  230.  But 
it  does  not  follow  that  the  same  conclusiveness  attends  a  state- 
ment of  the  kind  now  under  consideration. 

The  following  are  the  principal  cases  bearing  on  the  point : 
see  also  RoiccUffe  v.  Leigh  and  Vemiinck  v.  Edtcards,  cited 
ante,  p.  27 :  and  the  cases  cited  ante,  pp.  32,  33. 

The  foUowingr  passage  in  Lord  Hatherley*8  judgment  in  ManseUv,  Feeney^ 
2  J.  &  H.  p.  323  (also  cited  po&t^  p.  483»  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  the 
production  of  documents  exclusively  evidencing  or  relating  to  the  pai-ty's  own 
case  or  title)  bears  also  (see  ante)  on  this  question.  *'  The  real  question  is  how 
far  the  documents  in  dispute  infill  assist  the  plaintiff  in  making  out  his  title 
at  the  healing.  It  is  clear  that  all  documents  which  manifestly  can  have  no 
bearing  on  the  issue  are  protected.  On  the  other  hand  the  rule  is,  that  a 
defendant  cannot  protect  himself  from  production  by  swearing  that  the  con- 
tents of  releyant  documents  are  not  such  as  to  assist  the  plaintiff's  case.  He 
is  bound  to  put  his  affidavit  in  the  common  form  of  setting  out  all  the  docu- 
ments which  relate  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit.  Here  he  has 
admitted  that  these  documents  are  relevant.  From  that  it  would  follow  of 
course  that  they  should  be  produced  notwithstanding  an  allegation  that  they 
will  not  prove  the  plaintiff's  case.  The  court  accepts  the  defendant's  state- 
ment on  oath  as  to  what  documents  are  relevant,  but  when  this  is  once  ad- 
mitted the  court  does  not  accept  the  defendant's  assertion  on  the  point 
whether  they  wiU  or  will  not  establii*h  the  plaintiff's  case.  Such  a  statement 
would  be  one  on  which  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  obtain  a  conviction  for 
perjury  however  false  it  might  reaUy  be.  That  question  therefoi-e  is  con- 
sidered to  be  one  on  which  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  the  opportunity  of 
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judging  for  himself."  In  this  cafte  the  documents  in  dispute  were  documents 
relating  to  a  business  in  respect  of  which  the  phuntiif  claimed  to  be  a  partner 
with  the  defendant :  the  defendant  denied  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  partner, 
asserted  that  he  was  a  lender  only,  and  claimed  protection  for  the  documents 
as  not  tending  to  show  any  agreement  for  a  partnership.  On  the  above 
grounds,  and  also  the  plaintiff  not  being  a  mere  stranger,  production  was 
ordered  of  all  of  them  except  such  parts  as  the  judge  clearly  saw  to  have  no 
bearing  on  the  issue,  that  was  to  say  money  items  in  the  accounts. 

See  Harris  v.  MarrUf  cited  post^  p.  607  ;  and  Ferrier  v,  Attcool,  cited  poBt^ 
p.  507  :  oases  of  a  somewhat  similar  character. 

In  Tumey  v.  Bapley,  12  W.  R.  633,  a  suit  for  partnership  account,  the 
defendant,  denying  the  plaintiff's  title  to  an  account,  admitted  in  his  affi- 
davit of  documents  the  possession  of  the  business  documents  having  reference 
to  the  circumstances  in  question,  but  objected  to  produce  them  on  that 
ground  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  expressly  deprived 
himself  of  any  right  to  see  the  accounts  (as  to  this  point  see  post,  p.  309) : 
and  it  was  held  that  the  statements  were  sufficient  to  exclude  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  inspect  the  documents  at  that  stage  of  the  proceedings,  for  they 
would  not  assist  him  towards  establishing  his  title  to  account,  though  at  the 
hearing  it  might  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  some  particular 
point  to  direct  production  and  inspection  to  a  limited  or  not  limited  extent 
and  to  order  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  such  inspection :  see  post,  p.  309,  as 
to  what  was  done  on  the  hearing. 

In  Bannatyne  v.  Leader ^  10  Sim.  230,  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  sale  of  a  part- 
nership, the  defendant  denying  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  set  it  aside 
would  have  been  protected  from  producing  the  business  documents  admitted 
to  relate  to  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill  if  he  had  positively  (he  had 
only  sworn  that,  as  he  believed,  thereby  the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  in 
the  bill  would  not  appear,  but  qu.  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  such  an  assertion 
however  positively  made :  see  Goodall  v.  Little^  1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  162,  and 
posty  p.  487 :  and  see  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  positive  assertion  at  least  of 
belief  in  the  case  of  documents  exclusively  evidencing  or  relating  to  the 
party's  own  case  or  title,  post,  p.  602)  sworn  that  they  aid  not  contain  that 
which  would  make  out  the  plaintiff's  case.     See  also  Goodall  v.  Little, 

A  person  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  a  testator  and  charging  possession  by 
the  executor  of  the  testator's  papers  whereby  it  would  appear  that  he  was  a 
creditor  would  not  be  entitled  to  see  them  if  the  executor  denied  that  he  was 
a  creditor  and  that  the  papers  would  make  it  out,  though  it  might  be  falla- 
cious and  the  papers  would  make  it  out :  see  Shadwefl,  Y.  C.  Bannatyne  v. 
Leader,  p.  236. 

Where  a  party  sues  as  representative  of  one  of  next  of  kin  of  an  intestate 
against  the  administrator  and  other  next  of  kin,  and  his  title  is  not  admitted^ 
he  is  not  entitled  to  the  production  of  documents  which  the  defendant 
merely  admits  to  be  in  his  possession  and  to  relate  to  the  intestate's  affairs : 
Shadwell,  V.  C.  in  £dicards  v.  Joties,  13  Sim.  p.  638.  This  case  was  reversed 
1  Ph.  601  on  the  g^und  that  it  was  different  from  Adams  v.  Fisher,  cited 
ante,  p.  31,  where  the  plaintiff's  title  was  denied  and  the  documents  were 
not  relevant  to  that  issue,  for  that  here  the  defendant  only  stated  his  igno- 
rance whether  the  fact  on  which  the  plaintiff's  claim  depended  was  as  s^ted 
or  not,  and  it  was  consistent  with  his  admissions  that  the  documents  might 
relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title.    See  also  £igby  v.  Bigby,  10  Jur.  126. 

In  Smith  V.  Bowling,  10  Jur.  63,  a  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  in  re- 
mainder under  a  settlement  as  son  of  a  deceased  tenant  for  life  brought  an 
action  ag^ainst  the  trustees  in  respect  of  breaches  of  trust.  In  their  answer 
they  admitted  the  possession  of  documents  relating  to  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  tenant  for  me,  and  stated  their  ignorance  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
a  son  or  not.  Production  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
admission  that  the  documents  related  to  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  that  he 
must  first  prove  his  title  as  son.  And  see  McMardy  v.  Hitchcock,  11  Beav. 
i«5. 
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la  Kettlevcell  v.  BarstotCy  L.  R.  7  Ch.  686,  an  equitable  suit  of  ejectment, 
the  defendant  scheduled  certain  documents  of  ivhich  the  bulk  were  title 
deeds,  but  objected  to  produce  them  as  not  relating'  to  any  issue  or  matter 
to  be  tried  at  the  hearing  and  consisting  exdusivelj  of  documents  to  produc- 
tion of  which  the  plaintiff  would  be  entiUed  by  way  of  consequential  relief. 
They  were  held  protected,  for  (p.  693)  they  had  sworn  positively  that  they 
did  not  relate  to  anything  which  had  to  be  decided  at  the  hearing.  See  also 
Wright  y,  Vernon,  1  Dr.  p.  350  :  and  Lyell  t.  Kennedy,  8  App.  Gas.  p.  229. 


(d)  Miscellaneous, 

Where  documents  are  scheduled  in  the  afiidatdt  as  being 
relevant  it  is  assumed  that  they  are  relevant  in  some  way  to 
the  matters  in  question :  Greenwood  v.  Oreemcoody  6  W.  E. 
p.  119 ;  and  it  cannot  be  said  afterwards  that  they  are  im- 
material :  Plumhy  v.  Horrell,  W.  N.  68,  p.  240 :  except  as 
regards  the  actual  determination  of  the  issues  or  one  of  them : 
see  Bulman  v.  Young  (cited  posty  p.  504)  where  this  point 
was  lost  sight  of. 

The  admission  of  relevancy  must  be  to  the  matters  in 
question  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  production.  There- 
fore if  the  pleadings  have  been  amended  since  the  admission 
and  either  the  matters  in  question  altered  or  some  of  them 
expunged  by  the  amendment,  such  an  admission  is  not  avail- 
able as  a  foundation  for  an  order  for  production :  see  Haver- 
field  V.  Pj/man,  2  Phil.  202 :  and  Reynell  v.  Sprye,  11  Beav. 
618,  where  the  case  was  not  varied:  and  see  A.  O.  v. 
Thompson,  8  Ha.  p.  118. 

That  a  document  related  to  the  matters  mentioned  in  the 
bill  (of  discovery)  was  held  insufficient  to  order  production, 
for  the  question  was  whether  they  referred  to  the  contract 
the  subject  of  the  action  at  law :  Peile  v.  Stoddart^  cited  post, 
p.  485. 


DISCOVERY  AKD  PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS.  191 

IX.  Possession  or  Poiccr  for  the  purpose  of  Production  (see 
post,  p.  224,  as  to  Possession  or  Power  for  ty  purpose  of 
the  Affidavit). 

(a)  As  to  Admission  of  Possession. 

An  order  for  production  cannot  be  made  against  a  party 
except  on  his  own  (but  see  p.  195)  admission  of  possession : 
evidence  cannot  be  given  to  prove  possession :  see  ante,  p.  163, 
Where  the  party  who  has  made  the  admission  is  dead  no  order 
can  be  made  against  his  representatives  without  a  fresh  ad* 
mission  from  them:  Scott  v.  WTieeler,  oitei post,  p.  200. 

The  admission  of  possession  was  necessary  lest  he  should 
be  ordered  to  do  that  which  he  might  not  be  able  to  do : 
Lord  Eldon  in  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  123 : 
and  see  post,  p.  196,  as  to  joint  possession. 

A  mere  reference  to  or  description  of  a  document  was  not 
an  admission  of  possession :  see  post,  p.  256 ;  but  see  post, 
p.  245,  as  to  the  practice  in  respect  of  docunients  referred 
to  in  a  party's  pleadings  or  affidavits  under  rule  15. 

For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  there  is  an  admis- 
sion of  possession  and  the  kind  of  possession  admitted  the 
whole  statement  of  the  party  will  be  looked  at  and  not  a 
single  detached  passage :  Beid  v.  Langlois,  1  M.  &  GF. 
p.  636 :  Kearsky  v.  Phillips,  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  39. 

Where  the  party  denied  possession  but  stated  facts  which 
showed  that  the  documents  were  in  his  possession  production 
was  ordered :  Farqhuarson  v.  Balfour,  T.  &  R.  pp.  190 — 191. 

A  party  would  according  to  chancery  practice  be  allowed 
to  file  an  affidavit  to  correct  an  admission  of  possession: 
Morrice  v.  Swahey,  2  Beav.  500,  where  the  facts  alleged  in 
the  answer  showed  that  probably  the  documents  were  not  in 
his  possession:  and  see  Burbndge  v.  Bobimwi,  2  M.  &  G-. 
p.  246,  cited  post,  p.  193 :  qu.  as  to  Plant  v.  Kendrick, 
L.  R.  10  C.  P.  692,  where  the  court  refused  to  allow  a  party 
to  set  up  that  other  persons  were  jointly  interested  in  docu- 
ments of  which  he  had  admitted  possession  in  answer  to 
interrogatories. 

The  documents  must  be  in  his  possession  at  the  time :  an 
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order  for  production  cannot  be  made  upon  an  admission  that 
the  documents  have  been  in  his  possession:  Heeman  v. 
Midland,  4  Madd.  391. 


(b)  As  to  Parting  with  Pofisession, 

After  an  order  for  production  (including  therefore  the 
common  order  for  production  in  chancery,  that  is  to  say  the 
combined  order  for  the  affidavit  and  production,  see  ante, 
p.  154  :  see  as  to  the  order  for  the  affidavit  at  common  law, 
post)  the  party  is  not  at  liberty  to  part  with  the  possession  of 
the  documents  comprised  in  that  order,  that  is  to  say  he  can  be 
committed  for  disobedience  if  he  is  imable  to  produce  them. 
Where  after  an  order  for  production  had  been  made  the 
plaintiff  had  been  shown  at  the  defendant's  office  a  letter 
book  inspection  of  which  was  refused  until  counsel's  opinion 
had  been  taken,  and  the  defendant  subsequently  asserted  that 
he  had  taken  it  into  the  country  and  lost  it,  attachment  was 
ordered  against  him,  the  only  question  being  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  not  waived  the  benefit  of  the  order  for  produc- 
tion by  going  to  the  defendant's  office :  Mornington  v.  Keane^ 
4  W.  E.  793. 

Nor  can  he  after  such  an  order  mutilate  them  or  remove 
any  parts  or  without  the  sanction  of  the  court  seal  up  or 
otherwise  conceal  any  part  of  them:  the  whole  must  be 
produced  in  their  integrity:  Ayres  v.  Levy,  19  L.  T.  8: 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1681 :  and  see  post,  p.  237,  as  to  sealing  or 
covering  up  docimients.  Where  some  leaves  had  been  torn 
out  of  a  book  after  an  order  for  its  production  had  been  made, 
and  the  party  made  an  affidavit  which  contained  no  clear 
assertion  by  him  of  their  non-existence,  or  that  ho  did  not 
know  where  they  were,  an  order  was  made  for  their  produc- 
tion ;  but  the  party  might  have  been  proceeded  against  for 
disobedience  to  the  original  order :  Farrer  v.  Hutchinson^  3 
Y.  &  C.  692. 

But  a  party  who  is  ordered  merely  to  make  the  affidavit, 
as  in  the  common  law  division,  see  ante,  p.  164,  disobeys  no 
order  by  afterwards  parting  with  the  possession  of  any  docu- 
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ments  disclosed  therein  or  by  mutilating  tearing  out  or 
covering  up  any  portion  of  them  though  the  court  would 
xmdoubtedly  deed  with  such  a  case  as  it  should  deserve. 

Where  a  defendant  had  in  his  answer  admitted  possession 
of  certain  documents  (bills  of  exchange  impeached  in  the 
suit)  and  afterwards  stated  in  an  affidavit  that  he  had  since 
putting  in  his  answer  parted  with  them  to  his  co-defendant 
as  a  security  for  money  due,  Lord  Cottenham  refused  an 
order  for  production  in  the  latter's  absence:  Burbridge  v. 
Rohinsony  2  M.  &  G.  244 :  but  see  Plant  v.  Kendrick  cited 
ante,  p.  191. 

There  is  no  obligation  on  a  party  to  keep  all  the  relevant 
documents  in  his  possession  post  litem  motam.  But  where 
an  accounting  party  destroys  his  books  or  other  documents 
before  and  still  more  pending  litigation,  the  court  will  pre- 
sume everything  most  unfavourable  to  him  consistent  with 
the  established  facts :  Gray  v.  Haigy  20  Beav.  219. 


(c)  The  meaning  of  Possession  or  Power  for  the  purpose  of 

Production. 

Possession  or  power  for  the  purpose  of  founding  thereon 
an  order  for  production  has  a  far  narrower  significance  than 
for  the  purpose  of  inclusion  in  the  affidavit.  Many  docu- 
ments may  have  to  be  included  in  the  affidavit  of  documents  of 
which  production  cannot  be  ordered  as  not  being  in  the  party's 
possession  or  power  in  this  more  limited  sense :  see  Clinch 
V.  Fimmial  Corporation^  L.  R.  2  Eq.  p.  273  and  post,  p.  224. 
The  same  words  "possession  or  power"  are  used  both  in 
rule  14  dealing  with  actual  production  and  rule  12  dealing 
with  the  affidavit  of  documents :  but  the  expression  must  be 
construed  diflEerently  so  as  to  make  the  practice  accord  with 
equity  principles.  In  section  6  of  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  99  (giving 
the  power  of  ordering  inspection  at  common  law :  see  the  sec- 
tion, Appx.  Ch.  II.)  the  expression  "  in  the  custody  or  under 
the  control "  was  used :  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  any 
meaning  attached  to  this  expression  different  to  that  of  the 

D.  o 
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words  "possession  or  power"  for  the  purpose  of  production  in 
chancery. 

Possession  (or  power)  for  the  purpose  of  actual  production 
(qu.  whether  it  includes  merely  corporeal  possession  for  the 
purpose  of  the  affidavit :  see  post,  p.  225,  referring  to  Reid  v. 
Langlois)  means  not  corporeal  possession  but  legal  possession, 
a  right  and  power  to  deal  with  them :  Reid  v.  LangloiSy  3  M. 
&  G.  p.  636 :  Kearsky  v.  Phillips,  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  40. 

Further,  the  document  must  be  in  his  sole  legal  possession: 
an  order  cannot  be  made  against  him  (alone :  see  as  to  where 
the  other  person  is  a  party  post,  p.  208)  where  he  has  only  a 
joint  legal  possession  with  some  other  person  (see  as  to  the 
reason  post  (e) ) :  but  where  it  is  in  his  sole  legal  or  exclusive 
legal  possession,  an  order  will  be  made  against  him  whether 
it  is  in  his  corporeal  possession  or  not  :*  Reid  v.  Langhis^ 
pp.  636—637,  638 :  Murray  v.  Walter,  Or.  &  Ph.  p.  125 : 
Taylor  v.  Rundell,  1  Ph.  p.  225  :  KearsleyY,  Phillips,  10  Q.  B. 
D.  36 :  and  see  post,  as  to  an  agent's  possession. 

It  is  no  ground  for  resisting  production  that  a  person  not 
before  the  court  has  an  interest  in  the  document :  Kettkicell 
V.  Barstow,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  p.  693 ;  unless  it  is  an  interest  in  the 
nature  of  property:  see  further  j^osif,  pp.  196,  206  :  and,  as  to 
what  is  not  such  an  interest,  the  cases  cited  post,  pp.  201,  202. 

See  as  to  instances  of  the  property  of  other  persons  in  the 
documents  interfering  with  a  party's  obligation  to  produce 
them/?o»^  (g). 

Documents  belonging  to  a  party  are  in  his  possession 
custody  or  power  for  the  purpose  of  an  order  for  production, 
although  they  are  in  some  other  country  or  on  their  way 
home :  Farqhuarson  v.  Balfour,  1  T.  &  R.  p.  191 :  and  see 
Oabbett  v.  Cavendish,  3  8w.  267,  n. 

The  admitted  possession  or  custody  of  the  agent  or  some 
other  person  on  behalf  or  under  the  control  of  the  principal 
is  for  the  purpose  of  production  that  of  the  principal :  see 


*  It  ia  otherwise  in  the  case  of  a  witness  at  common  law,  sole  legal  ponses- 
Bion  not  being  necessary :  see  Arch.  Pr.  p.  326 :  and  Crowiher  t.  Appleby, 
L.  R.  9  C.  P.  23. 
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A.  G.  V.  Chesterfield,  18  Beav.  p.  600 :  Morrice  v.  Sicabey,  2 
Beav.  p.  501 :  Murray  v.  Walter,  1  Or.  &  Ph.  p.  125 :  Reid 
y.  Langlois,  1  M.  &  G.  p.  637.  Documents  the  property  of 
the  client  are  in  law  in  the  client's  possession  or  under  his 


194.     To  follow  "  Kearaley  v.  Phillips.^^ 

Where  documents  (directors'  minute  book  and  pass  book) 
were  in  the  actual  possession  of  a  defendant,  having  been 
left  in  his  hands  pursuant  to  sect.  155  of  the  Companies  Act 
as  liquidator  of  a  company  which  had  been  voluntarily  wound 
up  and  dissolved,  an  order  for  production  might,  it  was  held, 
be  made  against  him,  both  in  the  Divisional  Court  and  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  on  the  ground  that,  whether  or  not  he  had 
any  property  in  the  documents,  he  had  the  absolute  control 
of  the  documents,  for,  the  company  being  no  longer  in 
existence,  there  was  no  person  who  had  such  a  property  in 
them  as  to,  or  could  legally,  give  any  order  as  to  them  or  say 
he  should  not  produce  them,  or  for  whom  he  could  be  said 
to  hold  them  as  agent  or  servant :  and  to  some  extent  also 
(and  this  seems  the  more  satisfactory  ground)  on  the  ground 
that,  the  plaintiff  being  a  creditor  of  the  company,  and  the 
action  being  brought  against  the  directors  on  their  guarantee 
of  the  company's  debt,  and  the  object  of  the  inspection  being 
to  establish  the  company's  indebtedness,  the  liquidator  was 
bound  to  show  him  the  documents  as  a  person  ckiming  to 
be  interested  therein  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  section : 
London  and  Yorkshire  Bank  v.  Cooper^  15  Q.  B.  D.  7 :  (C.  A.) 
54  L.  J.  495. 


an  opportunity  of  taking  such  proceedings  against  the  solici- 
tor or  agent  withholding  them  as  may  be  necessary  to  vindi- 
cate his  right  and  compel  their  production :  Taylor  v.  Rundell 
p.  225 :  Bodick  v.  Qandell,  p.  272  :  and  see  ante,  p.  135,  as  to 

o2 
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answering  interrogatories  seeking  discovery  of  matter  con- 
tained in  documents  to  which  the  party  is  refused  his  right 
of  access. 

In  some  cases  it  might  be  advisable  to  make  the  agent  or 
solicitor  who  refuses  to  deliver  up  the  documents  a  party : 
see  Fentcick  v.  Reedy  1  Mer.  pp.  123 — 124 :  Bond  v.  North- 
over^  1  T.  &  C.  221 :  and  see  ante,  p.  44. 

An  order  for  production  cannot  be  made  on  the  solicitor 
(nor  on  any  person  not  a  party  to  the  action :  see  Hadky  v. 
MacDougally  L.  E.  7  Ch.  p.  313,  and  see  ante,  p.  39)  unless 
he  be  made  a  party :  Bmk  v.  LewiSy  6  Madd.  29  (where  it  was 
suggested  that  the  solicitor  who  in  this  case  claimed  a  lien 
should  be  called  as  witness  and  a  subp.  due.  tec.  served  upon 
him) :  Cashin  v.  Craddocky  2  Ch.  D.  140. 

See  as  to  a  solicitor's  lien  posty  p.  203. 


(e)  As  to  the  reasons  for  not  ordering  a  Party  alone  to  produce 
Documents  in  which  other  Persons  have  a  Property. 

The  reason  why  the  court  will  not  make  an  order  for  pro- 
duction against  a  party  who  has  only  a  joint  possession  with 
another  person  not  before  the  court  is  that  a  party  will  not 
be  ordered  to  do  that  which  he  cannot  or  may  not  be  able  to 
do :  Taylor  v.  Rundelly  Or.  &  Ph.  p.  Ill :  Kettlewell  v.  Barstow, 
L.  E.  7  Ch.  p.  693 :  Penny  v.  Ooodcy  1  Dr.  474.  Another 
reason  is  that  another  party  not  present  has  an  interest  (of 
the  nature  of  property,  see  ante,  p.  194,  referring  to  Kettle- 
icell  V.  Barstow)  in  the  document  which  the  court  cannot  deal 
with :  Taylors,  Rundelly  p.  111. 

Where  documents  are  stated  to  be  in  the  possession  of  A., 
B.,  and  C,  you  cannot  order  that  A  shall  produce  them :  and 
that  for  the  best  possible  reason  that  he  could  not  produce 
them.  .  .  .  ;  He  is  not  the  proprietor :  Lord  Cottenham  in 
Murray  v.  Walter y  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  pp.  124 — 125  :  not  even  if 
they  are  in  the  corporeal  possession  of  A. :  see  Kearsley  v. 
Phillipsy  10  a  B.  D.  p.  40. 

It  is  not  that  the  party  has  a  right  or  privilege  to  resist 
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produption  but  that  he  is  unable  to  produce:  Taylor  y. 
Rundell,  Cr.  &  Ph.  pp.  Ill,  113. 

The  decision  in  Walbum  y.  Ingilby  dted  post^  p.  209  (and 
see  the  explanation  there  suggested),  which,  as  reported, 
infringes  on  this  rule  has  been  expressly  disapproved :  see 
Murray  v.  Walter ^  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  p.  126  :  Kearaley  v.  PhilKps, 
10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  41.  In  Walbum  v.  Ingilby^  p.  83,  Lord 
Brougham  considered  that  the  court  had  a  right  to  give 
whatever  access  the  party  himself  had. 

So  with  respect  to  documents  in  which  the  party  has  no 
property  at  all. 


(f)  Ab  to  the  obligation  of  the  Party  in  reference  to  Documents 
in  which  other  Persons  have  a  property. 

Where  the  documents  are  not  in  the  party's  sole  legal 
possession  (even  if  they  are  in  his  actual  corporeal  possession : 
Kearsley  v.  Phillips)  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  try  and 
procure  the  assent  of  the  other  persons  having  a  joint  property 
in  the  documents  to  their  production :  it  is  sufficient  for  hirn 
to  state  the  fact  (and  the  names  and  nature,  eoQpost)  of  joint 
possession,  for  there  is  no  right  as  against  him  to  production 
and  inspection  of  documents  which  are  not  in  his  sole  legal 
possession  but  only  jointly  with  another  person  not  a  party  (see 
as  to  the  case  where  the  other  person  is  a  'psaij  posty  p.  208) : 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  show  the  refusal  of  the  co-owner : 
Kearsley  v.  Phillips^  10  Q.  B.  D.  36 :  affirmed  465  (and  see 
in  particular  pp.  466,  467)  following  Murray  v.  Walter^  Or. 
&  Ph.  114,  where  it  did  not  appear  that  any  steps  had  been 
taken  to  procure  the  assent  of  the  co-owners:  so  also  in 
Penny  v.  Goode,  1  Dr.  474 :  and  lieid  v.  Langlois^  1  M.  & 
G.  627 :  but  see  Radley  v.  McDougall,  L.  E.  7  Ch.  312 
where  the  refusal  of  the  co-owners  was  stated  :  and  A,  0,y. 
Wilson,  9  Sim.  536  where  production  was  sought  of  a  witness. 
In  Stuart  v.  SutCj  11  Sim.  p.  452,  ShadweU,  V.  C.  considered 
that  the  same  obligation  rested  on  the  party  to  try  and  get 
the  co-owner's  assent  to  production  where  production  was 
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Inquired,  as  where  the  party  only  desired  inspection  for  him- 
self in  order  to  answer  his  adversaries'  interrogatories,  and 
that  therefore  as  in  answering  interrogatories  (see  antey 
p.  135)  a  physical  impossibility  must  be  shown. 

So  also  with  respect  to  documents  in  which  the  party  has 
no  property  at  all. 

Application  may  it  is  conceived  be  made  by  the  party 
seeking  production  for  the  consent  of  the  co-proprietors :  see 
JSdmunds  v.  Folei/y  cited  ^o«/,  p.  201. 

Where  the  party  is  prevented  from  producing  documents 
by  the  interests  of  other  persons  in  them,  the  only  course  is 
to  make  those  other  persons  parties,  or  to  get  discovery  of 
their  contents  (see  anfe^  p.  135),  and  production  of  the 
originals  at  the  hearing  by  a  subp.  due.  tec. :  Hadley  v. 
McDougall,  L.  E.  7  Ch.  p.  313 :  Kearsley  v.  PhiUipSy  10  Q. 
B.  D.  p.  37 :  Lopez  v.  Deacon^  6  Beav.  p.  258 :  Sweet  v. 
Hunter y  cited  jpo«^,  p.  201 :  an  order  for  production  cannot  be 
made  upon  a  person  who  is  not  a  party :  Hadley  v.  JTcDougall, 
p.  313  :  and  see  ante,  p.  196. 

But  the  names  of  the  persons  who  have  any  property  in 
the  documents  must  be  given,  and  also  the  nature  of  the 
joint  (or  sole)  ownership  shown :  Sovtll  v.  Ccytcan,  L.  R.  5 
Ch.  495  :  and  see  Murray  v.  Waiter,  Or.  &  Ph.  114  where 
the  names  were  given :  Kettlexcell  v.  Barstow,  L.  R.  7  Ch. 
686  (where  both  the  names  were  given  and  the  nature  of  the 
interests  of  the  persons  in  the  documents,  but  they  were  not 
interests  equivalent  to  property,  see  ante,  p.  194) :  and  see 
ante,  pp.  19,  182,  as  to  the  object  of  this  discovery,  andj^o^^, 
pp.  224,  227,  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  affidavit  of  documents. 


(g)  Instances  of  the  Rule  (see  ante  {c) )  that  an  Ord^r  cannot 
be  made  against  a  Party  alone  to  produce  Documents  in 
which  he  has  a  Joint  Property  mth  other  Persons  or  no 
Property  at  all. 

See  as  to  copies  post,  pp,  206 — ^207. 

One  partner  cannot  be  ordered  to  produce  the  partnership 
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documents :  Heid  v.  LangloiSj  1  M.  &  G-.  p.  627 :  Hadley  v. 
McDougally  L.  E.  7  Ch.  312.  Where  the  absent  partner 
has  allowed  his  partner,  being  an  executor,  to  mix  up  his 
executorship  accounts  in  the  partnership  books  it  has  been 
suggested  that  an  order  might  be  made :  see  Freeman  v. 
Fairlie,  3  Mer.  p.  44 :  but  qu. :  and  see  JSadley  v.  McDougaU, 
where  however  the  partner  was  not  an  executor  but  had 
entered  transactions  in  which  he  was  engaged  with  the 
plaintiff. 

One  of  two  trustees  of  a  mortgage  could  not  be  ordered  to 
produce  the  documents  of  the  mortgaged  property  in  the 
absence  of  the  other  who  was  not  a  party:  Kearaley  v. 
Phillips,  10  a.  B.  D.  36 :  on  app.  465. 

The  principal  cannot  be  ordered  to  produce  documents  the 
property  of  his  agent :  Reid  v.  LangloiSy  3  M.  &  Q-.  p.  637, 
where  the  agents  were  a  partnership  of  which  the  principal 
was  a  partner :  Airey  v.  Hall,  2  D.  Q-.  &  Sm.  488,  where 
among  the  dociunents  scheduled  by  the  defendants  (executors) 
were  account  books  in  the  possession  of  their  agent ;  on  an 
affidavit  by  the  latter  stating  that  these  books  contained 
entries  relating  to  the  affairs  of  otiier  persons  by  whom  he 
was  also  employed,  an  order  for  their  production  was  refused, 
for  they  were  not  the  defendants'  books. 

An  agent  cannot  be  ordered  to  produce  his  principal's 
documents.  Defendants  holding  certain  documents  as  agents 
for  and  on  behalf  of  persons  formerly  members  of  an  unlaw- 
ful government  in  Sicily  would  have  been  protected  from 
producing  them  had  it  not  been  that  the  plaintiffs  were  then 
the  legitimate  government  and  must  be  deemed  to  have  suc- 
ceeded to  the  property  in  these  documents:  King  of  Ttco 
Sicilies  V.  Willcox,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  pp.  319—320,  327. 

A  solicitor  cannot  be  ordered  to  produce  his  client's  docu- 
ments (see  an  exceptional  case  Fenwick  v.  Reed,  post,  p.  209) : 
see  for  instance  Bovill  v.  Cowan,  15  W.  R.  608.  As  a 
witness  at  common  law  the  solicitor's  objection  to  production 
of  his  client's  documents  has  been  treated  as  a  question  of 
privilege  and  not  of  property:  see  1  Taylor,  Evid.  411  :  2 
Phill.  Evid.  280 :  and  Bk.  II.  Ch.  II,  Pt.  3,    In  Copeland  v* 
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Watts^  1  stark.  95  a  solicitor  as  witness  was  ordered  to  pro- 
duce an  underlease  belonging  to  bis  client  in  faYOur  of  the 
superior  landlord,  the  judge  being  of  opinion  on  inspection 
that  its  production  would  not  prejudice  the  cHent. 

A  steward's  possession  of  leases  &o.  was  treated  as  the  pos- 
session of  his  employer  and  therefore  not  affected  by  a  subp. 
duo.  tec. :  Falmouth  v.  Moss^  11  Pri.  pp.  466 — 457. 

Where  the  solicitor  or  agent  holds  the  documents  on  be- 
half of  other  persons  besides  the  party  of  whom  production  is 
sought,  no  order  for  production  can  be  made :  see  Murray  v. 
Walter^  Or.  &  Ph.  pp.  124 — 125  :  and  cases  j^os^. 

Trustees  and  treasurers  of  an  insurance  society  could  not 
have  been  compelled  to  produce  documents  which  were  at 
the  society's  office  but  not  otherwise  in  their  possession,  it 
not  appearing  that  they  had  any  power  to  take  them  out  of 
the  custody  of  the  general  body  of  directors :  Penny  v.  Goode^ 
1  Dr.  474,  where  further  they  had  ceased  to  be  trustees  and 
treasurers  :  nor  directors  of  a  company  documents  in  the  pos- 
session of  their  solicitor  as  solicitor  for  the  company  :  Crid- 
land  V.  De  Mauley ^  13  Jur.  442 :  and  see  Crmcther  v.  Appleby, 
L.  R.  9  C.  P.  23 :  and  Oaakell  v.  Chambers  cited  post,  p.  209. 

Where  two  defendants  had  admitted  joint  possession  and 
one  subsequently  died,  an  order  for  production  on  the  sur- 
yivor  was  refused  in  the  absence  of  the  representatives  of  the 
other :  Robertson  v.  Sherwell,  15  Beav.  277 :  nor  it  seems 
could  an  order  have  been  made  without  a  fresh  admission 
from  the  representatives  :  see  Scott  v.  Wheeler y  12  Beav.  366. 

Where  two  defendants  put  in  a  joint  answer  and  admitted 
documents  in  the  possession  of  one  of  them  an  order  could 
not  be  made  against  him  without  serving  notice  of  the  appli- 
cation on  the  other  :  Smith  v.  Sidney ,  6  Jur.  432. 

An  order  for  production  cannot  be  made  against  a  limatic's 
committee  of  deeds  in  the  custody  of  the  court  having  juris- 
diction in  lunacy,  for  they  are  not  in  his  possession  or  control : 
Vivian  v.  Little,  11  Q.  B.  D.  370. 

Where  production  is  sought  of  a  testator's  documents  it 
seems  that  the  assent  of  the  executor  should  be  obtained :  see 
Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Hertford,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  526  :  Gresley  v. 
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Momley^  2  K.  &  J.  288 :  (see  an  exception  Feaver  v.  Williams, 
dted  posty  p.  355) :  and  perhaps  also  of  the  heir  where  the 
documents  relate  to  real  estate  sold  by  the  testator  but  are 
not  muniments  of  title  so  as  to  pass  with  the  property,  for 
instance  maps  :  see  Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Hertford. 

Qu.  whether  production  could  be  ordered  where  the  right 
to  legal  possession  is  in  dispute  between  the  party  having 
corporeal  possession  and  other  persons  :  see  Campbell  v.  Dal- 
kausie,  22  L.  T.  879. 

The  following  are  miscellaneous  cases :— 

Lopez  y.  Deacon  ^  6  Beav.  254  :  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  captain  of  a 
mine  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  and  co-adventnrers  not  parties  in  a  suit  by- 
lessor  against  lessee;  Murray  y.  Waller,  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  1 14 :  3  Jur.  719  :  documents 
in  possession  of  treasurer  of  a  concern  (Times  newspaper)  in  which  other  per- 
sons not  parties  were  interested ;  Edmunda  y.  Foley,  30  Beav.  282  :  suit  deal- 
ing with  a  moiety  of  property,  deeds  relating  to  the  whole  property  in  the 
custody  of  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant  and  of  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety 
not  a  party ;  Morrell  y.  Wootton,  13  Beay.  105 :  documents  in  joint  possetssion 
of  defendant  and  his  co>executor  not  a  party,  or  of  their  solicitor ;  Palmer  y. 
Wright,  10  Beay.  234  :  documents  sworn  not  to  be  in  the  party's  possession 
power  or  control  but  in  possession  of  his  solicitors  as  successors  to  the  solici- 
tors of  a  testator  and  of  his  executors,  the  party  being  executor  of  one  of 
these  executors  ;  Sweet  y.  Hunter,  9  Jur.  807  :  documents  in  the  hands  of  a 
party  agent  to  persons  not  parties ;  Say  ley  y.  Cass,  10  W.  B.  370 :  testator*  s 
drafts  in  banker's  custody  referred  to  in  an  affidayit  of  the  banker  who  was 
not  a  party,  and  apparently  no  admission  by  the  party  himself  an  executor. 

Qu.  whether  the  absence  of  remaindermen  is  any  objec- 
tion to  production  by  a  tenant  for  life  :  see  Duncias  v.  Blake, 
10  Ir.  Eq.  R.  pp.  263 — 264,  where  (overruling  ibid.  9  ibid, 
640)  it  was  held  no  objection  to  production  of  a  document 
referred  to  in  the  answer  and  falling  within  the  doctrine  of 
Hardman  v.  Ellames  {see  post,  p.  251) :  and  Murphy  v.  Balfe, 
1  Ir.  Jur.  218,  following  Dundas  v.  Blake;  qu.  that  is  to  say 
whether  their  interest  is  an  interest  of  the  nature  of  pro- 
perty, see  ante,  p.  1 94.  It  is  conceived  that  it  is  not  such  an 
interest.  Nor  are  many  of  the  various  interests  the  subject 
of  Chap.  VII.  post,  interests  of  such  a  nature.  See  however 
Bugden  v.  Tylee  there  cited  p.  273,  where  the  interest  of  a 
settlor  seems  to  have  been  regarded  as  such  an  interest. 

In  Warrick  v.  Quecn^s  College,  L.  E.  4  Eq.  254  (and  see 
ibid.  36  L.  J.  Ch.  505,  at  an  earlier  stage)  the  principle  was 
carried  to  the  extent  of  protecting  defendants  (lords  of  a 
manor)  from  producing  dociunents  relating  to  the  compromise 
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of  a  dispute  between  themselves  and  a  person  not  a  party  to 
the  action  in  respect  of  certain  rights  claimed  by  him  against 
the  manor  of  a  similar  character  to  those  claimed  in  the  pre- 
sent action.  This  decision  seems  questionable.  The  docu- 
ments were  the  property  of  the  defendant:  and  the  other 
persons  had  only  an  interest  in  their  contents  and  no  property 
(see  ante^  p.  201)  in  the  documents  themselves.  In  JSutchin' 
son  V.  Glovery  1  Q.  B.  D.  138 :  affirmed  33  L.  T.  834  (see 
anfCy  p.  185),  an  order  was  made  on  the  defendants  for  pro- 
duction of  documents  embodying  a  compromise  arrived  at 
between  them  and  other  persons  in  another  action.  There 
are  observations  by  Blackburn,  J.  which  seem  to  show  that 
he  considered  that  these  other  persons  might  have  objected 
to  their  production  but  had  not  done  so.  It  does  not  how- 
ever appear  that  these  other  persons  had  any  property  in  the 
documents  :  if  they  had,  of  course  no  order  could  have  been 
made  for  production  in  their  absence :  see  Keariley  v.  Phillips^ 
10  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  37,  43. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  trustee  or  person  having  a  representative 
character  to  produce  documents  in  the  absence  of  the  cestuis 
que  trusts  or  persons  whom  he  represents. 

A  trustee  as  a  general  rule  cannot  be  ordered  to  produce  documents  relating 
to  the  trust  property  in  the  absence  of  the  cestuis  que  trusts :  Ford  v.  Dolphin, 
1  Dr.  p.  223  :  (as  to  his  disclosing  the  contents  of  the  documents  see  post, 
pp.  302,  304).  This  was  a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  of  the  settlor  to  impea^ 
a  deed  settling  property  on  his  wife,  and  an  order  on  the  trustee  for  its  pro- 
duction (and  of  the  soUoitor*s  biU  of  costs  in  preparing  it)  was  refused  in  the 
absence  of  mortgagees  under  a  power  of  appointment  in  the  deed  by  the 
wife,  though  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  the  only  person  who  could  impeiich  it 
and  therefore  had  been  in  a  position  to  confirm  the  appointment,  it  seems  an 
order  would  have  been  made. 

But  where  an  action  is  brought  by  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  and  by  the 
direction  of  the  cestuis  que  tru^ts  he  is  bound  (in  answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery, 
for  they  cannot,  see  ante y  -p.  iOn.  he  made  parties  to  the  bill ;  but  qu.  whether 
not  on  the  general  principle)  to  produce  eveiything  in  his  possession  or  power 
as  such  trustee  to  tne  same  extent  as  if  he  had  not  only  the  legal  but  also 
the  beneiicial  interest:  Few  v.  Guppy,  13  Beav.  467,  pp.  471—472.  Nor  does 
it  make  any  difference  where  as  in  this  case  the  trustee  is  also  the  solicitor 
of  the  trust ;  for  in  whatever  capacity  he  holds  the  documents,  as  for  the 
purpose  of  ihe  action  he  represents  the  parties  beneficially  interested.  See 
also  Kearaley  v.  Fhillips,  10  Q.  B.  D.  36,  where  apparently  if  both  trustees 
had  been  before  the  court  production  would  have  been  ordered. 

In  other  cases  although  persons  not  before  the  court  have  had  some  pro- 
perty in  the  documents  production  has  been  ordered  on  the  ground  that 
the  parties,  on  whom  the  order  was  made  and  having  actual  corporeal  pos- 
session of  the  documents,  were  sued  in  a  representative  character  or  might  be 
regarded  for  the  purpose  of  the  litigation  as  the  representatives  of  these 
other  persons  who  had  no  interest  distinct  from  theirs.     The  interests  of 
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membeis  of  a  olub:  Miehardton  ▼.  Sattingtj  7  Beav.  354  (they  not  being 
necessary  parties) :  and  of  shareholders  and  directors  of  a  company :  Glyn  v. 
Caul/ield,  3  M.  &  Gr.  463,  (the  defendants  being  shareholders  and  agents 
appointed  to  wind  up  the  company  with  full  powers  for  that  purpose),  re- 
ferred to  and  not  disapproved  in  Fenny  v.  Goode^  17  Jur.  p.  83:  have  been 
disregarded  on  this  ground.  So  the  secretary  of  the  Board  of  Trade  having 
accepted  the  action  in  his  official  capacity  has  been  regarded  as  representing 
the  Board  of  Trade  qua  the  production  of  documents  belonging  to  that  de- 
partment :  Kain  v.  Farrer,  37  L.  T.  469.  So  the  public  officer  of  a  joint 
stock  banking  company  was  held  to  represent  it  even  after  dissolution,  and 
therefore  an  order  for  production  of  documents  scheduled  by  him  as  being  in 
the  possession  of  the  directors  and  the  solicitors  of  the  company  might  be 
made  against  him :  Kail  v.  Connelly  3  Y.  &  G.  707. 

As  to  a  mortgagee's  right  to  produce  his  mortgagor's 
documents  of  title. 

A  mortgagee  has  no  right  to  produce  his  mortgagor's  documents  of  title  : 
Lambert  v.  liogersy  2  Mer.  490.  Therefore  where  a  tenant  in  common  had 
assigned  his  share  and  then  became  mortgtigee  of  it,  the  other  tenant  in 
common  could  not  compel  him  to  produce  the  deeds  in  his  possession  as 
mortgagee :  ibid.  (But  qu.  whether  there  might  not  be  an  exception  where 
the  applicant  has  a  property  in  the  documents  f«ee  poaty  p.  272.)  See  also 
Lockett  ▼.  Canjy  cited /70«^,  p.  206. 

The  decision  in  Balls  v.  Margrave,  3  Beav.  448  and  4  Beav.  119  where  a 
mortgagee  was  ordered  to  produce  his  mortgagor's  documents  of  title  in 
answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  was  rested  on  the  special  ground  that  the 
mortgfagor  not  being  a  party  to  the  action  at  law  could  not  bo  made  a  party 
to  the  bill  of  discovery.  Here  also  it  may  be  noted  that  the  action  was  by  a 
lessor  upon  the  covenant  for  payment  of  rent  in  the  lease  the  subject  of  the 
mortgage,  and  that  the  documents  in  quc-tion  were  the  mortgage  and  the 
lease  of^  which  there  was  no  counterpart,  and  as  to  the  latter  at  all  events 
production  could  have  been  had  under  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction : 
Bee  post,  p.  264. 

Where  the  mortgagee  is  a  trustee  of  the  mortgage  the  persons  beneficially 
interested  have  a  right  to  see  the  documents  :  Gough  v.  Ojffley,  6  D.  G.  &  Sra. 
653.  In  this  case,  an  administration  action,  the  trustees  and  executors 
were  compelled  to  produce  the  deeds  relating  to  the  prop«rty  on  mortgage  of 
which  the  trust  fundw  were  invested,  although  some  of  the  mortgagors  not 
only  refused  their  consent  but  stated  that  they  would  rather  pay  off  the  debt 
than  have  their  title  seen  (the  husband  of  the  plaintiif  benefiriary  being  a 
local  attorney),  and  although  the  parties  to  and  dates  of  the  mortgages  and 
the  value  of  the  property  comprised  therein  and  the  amounts  of  the  mort- 
gages and  rates  of  interest  had  all  been  set  out. 

Where  a  mortgagee  has  copies  of  the  documents  of  title  relating  to  the 
mortgaged  property  and  does  not  say  that  he  holds  them  as  trustee  for  the 
mortgagor  they  must  be  produced :  Hercy  v.  Ferrers,  4  Beav.  97.  This  is  a 
good  illustration  of  the  difference  between  discovery  and  production  of  docu- 
ments in  which  other  persons  have  some  property,  see  ante,  p.  135,  Budipost, 
p.  306 :  and  see  as  to  copies  post,  p.  206. 


As  to  the  lien  of  a  solicitor  or  other  persons : — 

(1)  Where  the  client  or  person  against  whom  the  lien  is 
claimed  is  called  on  to  produce  : 

(2)  Where  the  solicitor  or  person  who  claims  the  lien  is 
called  on  to  produce.     (This  point  is  considered  here  as  a 


204  BK.  I.  CHAP.  V.  SECT,  IX.  (g). 

matter  of  convenience  though  it  has  obviously  nothing  to  do 
with  the  subject  of  this  sub-section  (g)). 


(1.)  Where  the  Client  &c.  is  called  on  to  Produce. 

The  order  for  production  of  a  document  will  be  made  on  the  client  even  if 
his  solicitor  claims  a  lien  upon  it :  Vale  V.  Oppert^  L.  R.  10  Ch.  340  :  Rodick 
V.  Gandelly  10  Beav.  270:  and  see  McCann  v.  Beere^  1  Hogan,  129. 

Lord  Bedesdale  gave  as  his  reason  for  making*  such  an  order  that  if  the 
client  was  bound  to  produce  the  document  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person, 
so  also  must  the  solicitor,  and  that  his  lien  was  oaly  good  as  between  himself 
and  his  client:  Furlong  v.  Uotcardy  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  115.  But  the  rule  laid 
down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  parte  ShaiCj  Jac.  270,  and  approved  by  James, 
L.  J.  in  Vale  v.  Opperty  p.  341,  was  that  if  the  party  could  not  produce  them 
without  paying  his  solicitor's  bill  of  costs  he  must  do  so,  thus  apparently  ad- 
mitting to  some  extent  at  all  events  the  validity  of  his  lien  under  such  cir* 
cumstuices.  And  Ex  parte  Shaw  was  followed  in  Goodeheap  v.  Waring ^  16 
Jur.  586,  the  party  being  there  a  trustee:  and  see  Monsel  v.  Lindsay ^  13  Ir. 
Eq.  R.  144,  where  the  personal  representative  of  the  solicitor  claimed  a  Uen. 
In  Ley  v.  Barlow ^  1  Exch.  800,  where  an  order  for  inspection  was  made  on 
clients  under  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction  (see  post,  p.  267),  it  seems 
to  have  been  considered  that  the  solicitors  could  not  set  up  their  lien  under 
such  circumstances,  apparently  by  analogy  to  cases  where  a  solicitor  as  wit- 
ness was  not  allowed  to  set  up  his  own  lien ;  but  qu.  whether  different  con- 
siderations are  not  involved  in  such  cases:  eeepoetf  p.  205. 

Li  Kettkwell  v.  Baratow,  20  W.  R.  621,  the  lien  of  a  former  solicitor  for 
costs  seems  to  have  been  treated  as  a  reason  for  not  ordering  production. 

In  Vale  v.  Oppert  the  defendant  had  changed  his  solicitors  in  the  suit,  and 
the  lien  was  claimed  by  the  former  solicitors :  and  James,  L.  J.  considered 
that  if  in  such  a  case  no  order  were  made,  a  party  would  use  that  machinery 
to  escape  production  :  ibid.  p.  342. 

But  where  the  party  is  bankrupt  and  cannot  discharge  the  lien  liberty  will 
be  given  him  to  apply  if  he  is  unable  to  get  production,  and  no  attachment 
would  have  been  issued  against  him  under  the  old  practice  without  the  leave 
of  the  court :  Vale  v.  Oppert :  and  see  Rodick  v.  Gandelly  p.  272,  where  it  was 
said  further  that  the  bankrupt  must  if  he  found  a  difficulty  come  to  the  court 
to  give  him  an  opportunity  of  taking  proceedings  to  compel  production  from 
the  solicitor  (as  in  the  ordinary  case  where  an  agent  wrongly  withholds  a 
docmnent,  see  antey  'p.  195.  In  such  a  case  the  party  must  make  more  than 
a  formal  application  to  his  solicitor  for  them :  he  must  satisfy  the  court  that 
he  has  done  his  best  to  comply  with  the  order:  James,  L.  J.  in  Valey.  Oppert, 
p.  342. 

Where  the  client  is  a  trustee  (and  so  no  doubt  in  any  case)  time  will  be 
given  for  him  to  discharge  the  Uen :   Goodeheap  v.  Waring y  16  Jur.  686. 

Where  the  defendants  represented  a  company  and  admitted  documents  in 
their  power,  and  the  solicitors  to  the  company,  one  of  whom  was  a  defendant, 
claimed  a  lien  upon  them  for  certain  costs,  Knight-Bruce,  V.  C.  considered 
that  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  order  them  to  discharge  the  lien  for  the  purpose 
of  facilitating  production:  Wroughton  v.  Barclay y  11  Jur.  274. 

The  solicitor  cannot  set  up  his  lien  acquired  in  the  cause  against  the  right 
of  the  other  parties  in  the  cause  to  production :  James,  L.  J.  in  Vale  v.  Oppert, 
p.  842  :  and  see  Belaney  v.  Frenehy  post. 

In  Re  Williamsy  30  L.  J.  Ch.  610,  it  was  held  that  a  solicitor  who  had  been 
committed  for  disobedieDce  to  an  order  for  delivery  up  of  all  documents  in 
his  posf>ession  or  power  must  be  discharged,  for  the  documents  were  in  the 
possession  of  counsel  and  of  a  law  stationer  who  claimed  a  lien  for  unpaid 
fees  or  charges  aod  he  had  no  money  of  his  clients  to  pay  them  with. 
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In  North  y.  Huber^  29  Bear.  437,  the  defendant,  having  heen  comm.itted 
for  contempt  for  non-production  of  documents  admitted  bj  his  affidavit  to 
h^  in  his  possession  or  power,  was  discharged  on  the  ground  that  prior  to 
the  suit  the  documents  were  in  the  possession  of  auctioneers  who  claimed  a 
lien  on  them  which  the  defendant  was  unable  to  discharge,  following  Re 
WilliamSf  ante. 

Where  the  documents  are  pledged  there  is  no  obligation  on  the  party 
called  upon  for  production  to  r^eem  them :  Ziddelly,  Norton,  Kay,  App.  11. 

(2)  Where  the  Solicitor,  &c.  (see  ante,  p.  203),  is  called  on  to 
Produce. 

Where  the  solicitor  (or  person  claiming  the  lien)  is  the  person  from  whom 
production  is  required  different  considerations  have  a  place.  It  is  his  duty 
that  has  to  be  considered,  not  the  client's  duty  to  discharge  the  lien :  see  Hope 
V.  Ziddelly  7  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  p.  338. 

As  witness  the  solicitor  cannot  set  up  his  lien  so  as  to  refuse  production 
under  a  subp.  due.  tec.  (see  Hope  y.  Liddell  distinguishing  it  from  delivery) 
except  to  the  persons  who  created  the  lien  or  persons  claiming  under  them : 
Hope  y.  Liddell,  20  Beay.  438,  affirmed  7  D.  6.  M.  &  6.  331  (distinguishing 
it  from  the  case  of  a  mortgagee  and  citing,  pp.  338 — 339,  Loe  d.  Gilbert  y. 
Rom,  7  M.  &  W.  pp.  121—122:  and  Grij^th  v.  Riekett,  7  Ha.  p.  303) ;  Re 
Cameron^ e  Coalbrook  ^e.  Co,  25  Beav.  p.  4  (see  this  case  post,  p.  209) :  Re 
Gregson,  26  Beav.  87,  where  the  trustee  of  a  marriage  settlement  was 
regarded  as  claiming  under  the  settlor  against  whom  the  Hen  arose :  BrasS' 
ington  y.  Braesington,  1  S.  &  S.  455,  a  suit  by  the  wife  of  the  settlor  to  en- 
force the  settlement  ag^ainst  her  husband,  where  the  lien  for  the  costs  of  the 
settlement  was  held  not  good  to  defeat  her  right  to  production :  Thompson  y. 
Moseley,  5  G.  &  P.  501 :  Doe  d.  Ketnp  y.  King,  2  M.  &  R.  437  :  C.  &  H.  396  : 
In  re  South  Essex  ^c,  Co,  L.  B.  4  Gh.  p.  216. 

Where  a  solicitor  as  party  (and  so  any  person  litigating  with  a  person 
against  whom  he  claims  a  lien :  Brougham  y.  Cauvin^  16  W.  R.  688 :  see  as  to 
the  special  priyileges  of  a  mortgagee,  Bk.  II.  Gh.  lY.  Sec.  3)  is  litigating  with 
his  client  it  is  conceiyed  that  in  no  case  is  his  Hen  any  ground  for  refusing 
production.  The  Hen  remains  notwithstanding  the  production :  ibid,  p.  688. 
Lord  Romilly  drew  a  distinction  between  inspection  and  taking  copies  in 
such  a  case,  refusing  to  a  party  claiming  through  the  cHent  Hberty  to  take 
copies  but  allowing  him  inspection  :  Loekett  y.  Caty,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  144 :  but 
qu.  as  to  the  soundness  of  the  distinction  see  ante  p.  174.  In  this  case  docu- 
ments held  by  the  soHcitors  as  mortgagees  from  the  cHent  were  protected : 
see  as  to  this,  ante^  p.  203. 

The  foUowing  were  laid  down  as  instances  where  the  soHdtor  could  not 
set  up  his  Hen  to  refuse  production  to  the  cHeut  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Baleh  y. 
Symes,  T.  &  R.  p.  92  :  where  the  cHent  executes  a  deed  in  favour  of  his  soH- 
citor  and  reserves  to  himself  a  Ufe  interest  and  power  of  revocation,  a  will, 
where  the  cHent  seeks  to  impeach  a  deed  conveying  his  property  to  his  soHoitor, 
for  Uie  object  of  the  suit  is  that  it  may  be  declared  a  nulHty :  see  further  as 
to  this  last  point  and  the  stage  of  production,  post,  p.  258. 

Where  a  soHdtor  receiyes  documents  pending  proceedings  for  a  winding- 
up  order  or  pending  or  for  the  purpose  of  an  administration  suit  he  cannot 
by  virtue  of  his  Hen  refuse  to  produce  the  docmnents  for  the  purpose  of  the 
Hquidation  or  suit,  for  he  takes  them  knowing  that  they  will  be  required  for 
that  purpose  and  that  other  persons  are  interested  besides  the  persons  who 
put  them  into  his  hands :  see  Gotten,  L.  J.  in  Re  Capital  Fire  Insurance  As- 
snciation,  24  Gh.  D.  pp.  419—420,  explaining  Belaney  y.  French,  L.  R.  8  Gh. 
918 :  and  Boughton  y.  Boughton,  23  Gh.  D.  169 :  and  see  Re  South  Essex,  ^. 
Co.  L.  R.  4  Gh.  216  :  Baker  y.  Henderson,  4  Sim.  27 :  Warburton  y.  Edge, 
9  Sim.  698  :  Re  Faithfull,  L.  R.  6  £q.  325.  A  soHcitor  cannot  embarrass  a 
suit  by  keeping  papers  which  belong  to  an  estate  which  is  being  administered 
by  the  court  and  cannot  use  that  means  of  obtaining  payment :  Belamy  y. 
French,  p.  920.    But  as  to  docnments  come  into  his  hands  before  the  suit 
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or  liquidation  his  lien  remains :  Re  Capital,  ^e.  Aasoeiation,  p.  421.  These 
were  not  cases  of  discovery :  orders  were  made  for  delivery  up  without  pre- 
judice to  the  solicitor's  lien.  It  was  said  in  Belamy  v.  Frmeh,  p.  920,  that 
if  there  had  been  an  express  charge  it  might  have  been  different. 

In  bankruptcy  it  seems  that  his  lien  even  if  arising  out  of  matters  before 
the  bankruptcy  is  no  ground  for  his  refusing  to  produce  the  documents  for 
the  trustee  8  inspection :  Re  Toleman,  13  Ch.  D.  885 :  £x  parte  Panona,  19 
W.  R.  235 :  Ex  parte  Caldeeot,  Mont.  56 :  and  see  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  Y. 
See.  2. 

As  to  letters  and  other  documents  communicated  or  en- 
trusted to  the  party  in  confidence,  and  copies  of  them. 

It  is  laid  down  past,  p.  302,  as  a  general  principle  of  discovery  that  the  mere 
fact  that  the  giving  of  the  discovery  will  involve  a  breach  of  confidence  as 
agtdnst  some  third  person  or  in  any  way  affect  or  prejudice  his  interests  does 
not  constitute  of  itself  an  independent  objection  to  g^iving  the  discovery,  a  dis- 
closure under  the  compulsion  of  the  court  being  for  this  purpose  distinguished 
from  a  voluntary  disclosure  out  of  court.  It  follows  from  this  that  (1 )  the  mere 
fact  that  a  third  person  not  before  the  court  has  any  property  in  a  document 
is  no  protection  against  disclosing  its  contents  either  in  answer  to  interroga- 
tories or  by  production  of  a  copy  (if  it  be  the  sole  and  absolute  propCTty 
of  the  party,  aee  post,  p.  207,  and  ante,  p.  203) :  see  ante,  p.  135,  and  post, 
p.  305 :  (2)  that  Uie  mere  fact  that  a  third  person  not  before  the  court  has 
an  interest  in  the  matter  of  a  document  without  having  any  property  in  the 
document  itself  is  no  protection  against  producing  it,  see  ante,  p.  194. 

The  receiver  and  possessor  of  a  letter  cannot  refuse  production  of  it  or 
copies  of  it  in  a  court  of  justice  for  the  purposes  of  pubUo  justice :  Hopkinson 
V.  BurghUy,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  447 ;  Gee  v.  Fritehard,  2  Sw.  p.  427 ;  although  he 
has  only  a  special  and  not  the  sole  property  in  it  and  is  not  as  a  rule  justi- 
fied in  publishing  it  to  the  world  without  the  consent  of  the  writer,  for  at 
most  he  has  only  a  joint  property  in  it  with  the  writer :  Gee  v.  Pritchard, 
pp.  425—427 :  Pope  v.  Curl,  2  Atk.  p.  342.  The  property  of  the  writer  is  in 
fact  rather  a  property  in  the  contents  of  the  letter  than  in  the  actual  docu- 
ment itself :  this  is  perhaps  the  sole  property  of  the  receiver :  Pupe  v.  Curl, 
So  far  as  it  might  be  regarded  as  a  breach  of  confidence  for  the  receiver  to 
communicate  the  contents  to  a  third  p^'son,  this  constitutes  no  objection  to 
production  or  discovery  for  the  purposes  of  public  justice:  see  post,  p.  302. 
In  Hopkinson  v.  Burghley,  an  action  by  a  member  of  a  dub  against  tiie 
trustees  and  committee,  the  defendants  were  ordered  to  produce  a  letter 
written  to  them  by  a  stranger  marked  private  and  confidential  (on  an  under- 
taking not  to  use  the  document  or  any  copy  of  it  for  any  collateral  object,  as 
in  Richardson  v.  Hastings,  7  Beav.  354,  and  see  post,  p.  238)  although  the 
writer  had  expressly  refused  permission.  **  The  writer  of  a  letter  trusts  the 
receiver  with  the  letter  and  he  must  take  the  consequence  of  its  being  in  his 
possession.  The  question  which  now  arises  is  between  a  stranger  and  the 
receiver.  If  the  sender  of  a  letter  wishes  to  restrain  the  receiver  from 
showing  it  to  any  other  person,  he  must  file  a  bill  for  that  purpose.  Unless 
that  is  done  the  property  is  in  the  receiver :  *'  Turner,  L.  J.  p.  448.  «*  The 
question  in  all  these  cases  i<«  what  was  the  purpose  or  object  in  the  mind  of 
the  person  sending  the  letter.  The  writer  is  supposed  to  intend  that  the 
receiver  may  use  it  for  any  lawful  purpose,  and  it  has  been  held  that  publi- 
cation is  not  such  a  lawful  purpose,  ^ut  if  there  is  a  lawful  piirpoee  for 
which  a  letter  can  be  used  it  is  the  production  of  it  in  a  court  of  justioe 
for  the  furtherance  of  the  ends  of  justice.  In  the  present  case  the  receivers 
were  justified  in  declining  to  produce  the  letters  without  the  direction  of  the 
court:  but  they  cannot  now  refuse  to  produce  them:"  Cairns,  L.  J.  ibid, 
p.  448. 

It  was  urged  in  arg^ument  in  Reynolds  v.  Godlee,  4  K.  &  J.  88  (and  appa- 
rently adopted  by  liOid  Hatherley,  p.  91,  though  he  refused  to  extend  the 
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proposition  to  the  case  of  a  document  produced  for  inspection  upon  compul- 
sion under  an  order  of  the  court,  as  to  which  see  post,  p.  239)  that  Enthoven 
Y.  Cobb  (2  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  632,  affirming  ibid.  5  D.  G.  &  Sm.  595)  had  esta- 
blished the  general  proposition  that  where  a  party  has  obtained  documents 
from  a  third  person  in  confidence  and  for  a  limited  and  restricted  purpose 
he  could  not  be  compelled  to  divulge  them  (whether  by  production  of  the 
originals  or  of  copies,  see  p.  89,  or  omerwise)  except  for  that  purpose.  Now 
if  it  was  intended  to  mean  by  *' divulging*'  not  only  production  of  the  actual 
document  but  also  the  divulging  its  contents  either  m  answer  to  interrog^a- 
tories  or  by  producing  a  copy  of  the  document,  such  copy  being  the  sole  and 
absolute  property  of  the  party,  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile  the  proportion 
with  the  fundamental  principle  of  discovery  (see  posty  p.  302)  that  breach  of 
confidence  as  against  a  third  person  is  no  protection  against  griving  discovery. 
It  is  submitted  that  the  propo^dtion  must  on  principle  be  limited  to  actual 
production,  production  that  is  to  say  of  the  document  itself  or  of  a  copy  of 
it  made  under  such  circumstances  that  it  is  not  solely  and  absolutely  the 
party's  own  property.  As  thus  limited  it  is  in  harmony  with  general  prin- 
ciples. For  it  rests  not  on  confidence  but  on  property.  The  third  person  so 
lending  a  document  or  allowing  a  copy  to  bo  made  intends  to  retain  his  pro- 
perty in  the  document  or  to  possess  an  interest  of  the  nature  of  property  in 
the  copy :  and  therefore  production  cannot  be  ordered  in  his  absence.  Nor 
does  the  decision  in  Enthoven  v.  Cobb^  or  the  judgment  of  Knight  Bruce,  L.  J. 
on  appeal,  when  carefully  examined  warrant  any  extension  of  the  proposi- 
tion beyond  what  can  be  supported  on  such  a  basis.  In  this  case  the  plain- 
tiff had  procured  from  H.  and  H.  third  persons,  on  an  implied  if  not  on  an 
express  understanding  with  them  that  he  might  take  copies  and  use  them 
for  the  purpose  of  his  suit  but  not  otherwise  or  to  their  prejudice,  a  case  and 
opinion  taken  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  litigation  against  the  same  defen- 
dant on  substantiallv  the  same  matters.  Production  of  the  copy  so  made 
was  refused:  by  Parker,  V.-C.  on  two  grounds,  one  that  the  cast*  of  H.  and 
H.  being  a  common  case  with  that  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  in  substance  a  con- 
fidential communication  between  the  plaintiff  and  his  legal  adviser  (i^ee  as  to 
this  post,  p.  366),  the  other  on  the  ground  of  the  interest  of  H.  and  H.  in  the 
document.  The  grounds  of  the  decision  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  are  best  ex- 
plained by  the  following  extracts  from  the  judgment  of  Knight  Bruce,  L.  J. 
p.  634.  **  Now  the  first  question  is  for  what  purpose,  with  what  view,  upon 
the  materials  before  us  we  ought  to  infer  that  the  case  and  opinion  were  com- 
municated with  permission  to  copy  them.  In  my  opinion  the  just  and  inevit- 
able inference  is  that  the  commimication  was  not  made  for  the  purpose  of 
allowing  unlimited  publication  and  use  but  was  made  in  confidence  for  the 
limited  and  restricted  purpose  of  assisting  them  in  that  claim,  which  was  for 
every  substantial  purpose  common  with  that  of  the  ladies  whose  solicitor 
lent  it  to  them.  I  infer  therefore  from  the  materials  before  the  court  that 
it  would  be  an  unjust  and  unlawful  act  on  the  part  of  the  present  defendants 
to  allow  that  case  and  opinion,  or  a  copy  of  it  which  is  the  same  thing,  to  be 
published  or  even  to  be  communicated  in  any  manner  except  for  the  purpose 
of  the  defence.  I  consider  that  these  ladies  had  and  stiU  have  a  material 
interest  in  the  document  the  production  of  which  to  their  own  adversary  is 
sought  by  this  application.  Without  entering  into  other  questions  which 
with  propriety  and  ability  have  been  discussed  upon  this  motion  it  is  sufficient 
for  me  to  be  satisfied  that  the  interest  of  the  ladies,  their  rights  with  respect 
to  these  documents,  and  the  limited  purpose  for  which  the  documents  were 
coipmunicated,  do  of  themselves  preclude  all  right  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
to  the  production  of  the  documents  or  discovery  of  their  contents."  No  doubt 
there  are  in  this  passage  expressiuns  which  by  themselves  might  seem  to 
warrant  the  proposition  that  under  such  circumstances  the  contents  could 
not  be  compelled  to  be  divulged.  But  the  decision  itself  seems  to  have  been 
founded  upon  the  view  that  under  the  very  special  and  peculiar  circumstances 
of  the  case  the  persons  must  be  taken  to  have  had  a  material  interest  (that  is 
to  say  an  interest  of  the  nature  of  property)  in  the  actual  copy.    It  may  be 
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observed  that  the  learned  judge  seems  to  have  passed  over  the  vital  distinc- 
tion (see  ante^  p.  206,  and  post,  p.  302)  between  a  voluntary  disclosure  of  con- 
fidential matter  out  of  court  and  a  compulsory  disclosure  under  the  sanction 
of  the  court. 

Qu.  as  to  Piinkethtnan  v.  TF/tiUt  2  W.  R.  380,  where  a  party  was  ordered  to 
produce  documents  entrusted  to  him  by  a  stranger  upon  an  undertaking  to 
return  them  on  demand  and  in  the  meantime  not  to  part  with  the  possession 
of  them  to  any  other  person. 

A  defendant  is  not  bound  to  enforce  a  covenant  for  production  and  copies 
of  deeds  for  the  maintenance  and  manifestation  of  his  title  in  order  to  produce 
them  or  to  give  disooverv  of  them  or  their  contents  to  a  plaintiff  who  is 
seeking  to  impugn  his  title  to  part  (minerals)  of  the  property  claimed  to  be 
conveyed  by  them :  and  qu.  whether  if  the  covenant  were  used  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  such  production  or  discovery  it  would  not  be  a  fraud  upon  the 
purpose  of  the  covenant :  Bethel  v.  CasAon,  1  H.  &  M.  806 :  12  W.  R.  200. 
Bat  qu.  whether  on  general  principles  (see  ante,  p.  206)  he  could  refuse  to 
discover  the  contents  if  as  a  matter  of  fact  he  knows  them,  or  to  produce 
copies  if  he  has  them  and  they  are  his  sole  and  absolute  property :  see  ante^ 
pp.  134,  135,  138,  206. 

In  some  cases  it  may  be  difficult  to  say  whether  certain 
documents  are  the  property  of  the  principal  or  agent : 
Tipping  v.  Clarkcy  2  Ha.  p.  293. 

For  instance  books,  indexes,  memoranda,  plans,  sketches  of  the  estate, 
compiled  or  made  by  stewards  of  manors  or  land  agents  for  their  own  use  in 
performing  their  duties :  Winchester  v.  Bowker,  29  Beav.  479 :  Beresford  v. 
Driver y  14  Beav.  387  :  books  of  account  Tipping  v.  Clarke.  In  the  first  two 
cases  documents  of  this  kind  were  ordered  to  be  produced  in  order  that  it 
might  be  seen  from  their  nature  to  whom  they  belonged :  see  ante,  p.  22. 

The  ordinary  books  journals  ledgers  or  letter  books  of  a  solicitor  are  his 
own  property  :  Woodhateh  v.  Freeland,  11  W.  R.  p.  399  :  and  see  Flight  v. 
JRobinson,  8  Beav.  pp.  30,  40,  although,  see  post,  p.  227,  the  client  may  be 
entitled  to  inspect  them  or  have  extracts  made  from  them. 

Copies  of  the  solicitor's  letters  to  third  persons  were  said  by  Lord  Romilly 
in  Jie  Tlkoinson,  20  Beav.  547  to  be  the  solicitor's  property  if  not  charged  for : 
as  to  letters  by  the  client  to  the  solicitor  his  opinion  was  that  the  solicitor 
was  entitled  to  retain  them :  but  those  to  the  solicitor  from  third  persons 
were  the  client's,  for  the  solicitor  received  them  as  his  agent.  But  however 
this  may  be,  all  letters  of  this  kind  have  always  been  treated  as  the  dient's 
property  for  the  purpose  of  an  order  for  production. 

Bills  of  costs  are  the  client's  documents :  see  Flight  v.  Bobins<mf  8  Beav. 
p.  40. 


(h)   Where  the  other  Persons  interested  are  Parties. 

Where  the  other  persons  interested  are  parties,  no  order 
can  be  made  against  them  if  they  have  not  admitted  any 
possession:  see  Murray  v.  Walter^  Cr.  &  Ph.  114:  but  see 
Fenwick  v.  Reed^  post. 

It  is  conceived  however  that  application  may  be  made  to 
them,  and  if  they  assent  to  the  production,  or  if  they  disclaim 
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any  interest  in  the  documents,  an  order  may  be  made  either 
against  the  party  alone  or  against  the  party  jointly  with 
them.  And  qu.  whether  the  proper  course  is  not  to  serve 
the  summons  for  the  order  for  production  upon  them :  see 
Cameron^ 8  Coalbrooky  8fc.  Co,  cited  posty  p.  425 :  and  see  the 
QB&Q^poat. 

In  Fenicick  v.  Reed^  1  Mer.  114,  Lord  Eldon  treated  the 
admission  of  possession  by  the  party's  attorney,  himself  a 
party,  as  an  admission  by  the  client :  see  pp.  120,  126.  The 
case  however  was  a  peculiar  one.     See  ante,  p.  191. 

In  Gaskell  v.  Chambers,  26  Beav.  303,  a  suit  by  a  plaintiflE 
on  behalf  of.  the  shareholders  against  the  directors,  the 
solicitors,  other  officers  of  the  company  and  the  company,  the 
directors  admitted  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  defen- 
dant S.  one  of  the  solicitors  to  the  company :  T.  another  of 
the  solicitors  to  the  company  admitted  possession  of  other 
documents  as  solicitor  of  the  directors.  A  summons  was 
taken  out  against  the  directors  and  T.  for  production  of  all 
the  documents ;  the  company  were  directed  to  be  served  but 
did  not  appear.  The  order  was  made,  for  (p.  305)  the 
owners  of  the  documents  did  not  object;  the  company  did 
not  appear,  and  the  directors  did  not  object ;  and  Y.  had  no 
interest,  for  he  held  them  for  the  directors  whom  therefore  it 
was  necessary  to  serve. 

In  JBlenkmsqp  v.  Blenkinsop,  2  Ph.  p.  608  (see  this  case 
further  post,  p.  425),  Lord  Cottenham  said  "  The  Master  of 
the  Eolls  cannot  have  meant  to  say  that  if  one  defendant 
says  *  I  have  documents  in  my  possession  but  they  belong  to 
a  co-defendant '  and  either  puts  in  no  answer  or  says  that  he 
has  nothing  to  do  with  them  the  court  is  to  be  baffled  by 
that  course  of  proceeding  between  two  defendants."  Qu. 
whether  the  decision  in  Walburn  v.  Ingilby,  1  M.  &  K.  79, 
cited  ante,  p.  209,  was  not  partly  based  on  grounds  of  this 
kind.  There  foiu:  defendants  admitted  possession  by  their 
solicitor  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  other  defendants  who 
had  successfully  demurred,  and  Lord  Brougham  (pp.  82 — 83) 
considered  it  to  be  a  contrivance  to  defeat  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  and  avoid  production,  and  made  an  order. 

D.  p 
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X.  The  Affidamt  of  Documents. 

See  generally  as  to  the  affidavit  of  documents  ante^  p.  155. 

As  to  the  documents  necessary  to  be  included  in  it  as 
"  relating  to  any  matter  in  question,"  see  ante.  Section  Vill. 
sub-section  (a). 

As  to  the  documents  necessary  to  be  included  in  it  as  rela- 
ting to  a  particular  matter  in  question  if  limited  in  that  way, 
see  antcy  Section  VIII.  sub-section  (b). 

An  affidavit  of  documents  is  either  sufficient  or  insufficient. 
Where  it  is  sufficient  no  further  affidavit  can  be  ordered. 
Where  it  is  insufficient  a  further  affidavit  can  be  ordered: 
for  the  court  is  not  restricted  to  requiring  from  a  party  one 
affidavit  of  documents :  see  post,  p.  211,  citing  Lyell  v.  KeU" 
nedy  and  Noel  v.  Noel. 

An  affidavit  of  documents  may  be  insufficient  in  four  ways 

(1)  as  being  discredited  or  inconsistent :   see  post,  p.  214 : 

(2)  as  not  following  out  the  proper  form :  see  post,  p.  221 : 

(3)  as  not  sufficiently  identifying  the  documents :  see  post, 
p.  227 :  (4)  as  not  sufficiently  stating  the  grounds  of  objec- 
tion to  production  or  otherwise  insufficiently  claiming  protec- 
tion :  eiQQposty  p.  231. 

The  last  kind  of  insufficiency  is  obviously  of  a  different 
character  to  the  other  kinds.  There  is  no  failure  of  compK- 
ance  with  any  order,  but  a  failure  to  satisfy  the  court  that 
the  documents  ought  not  to  be  produced.  The  natural  result 
of  this  failure  is  production:  but  the  court  in  some  cases 
allows  the  party  to  file  a  further  affidavit  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing,  if  he  can,  a  valid  claim  to  protection :  see  fur- 
ther post,  p.  231. 

Whenever  the  affidavit  is  conceived  to  be  insufficient  in 
any  of  the  first  three  ways  above  the  proper  mode  of  raising 
the  question  is  to  take  out  a  summons  to  consider  the  suffi- 
ciency, and  if  the  affidavit  is  held  insufficient  the  party  is 
deemed  not  to  have  compKed  with  the  order  directing  it  to 
be  made  and  technically  could  be  proceeded  against  for  dis- 
obedience to  such  order ;  but  the  court  will  as  a  rule  (but  see 
post,  p.  219)  order  a  further  affidavit  to  be  made :  Dan.  Ch. 
Pr.  p.  1680. 
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[The  reference  on  the  preceding  page  to  Zyell  v.  Kennedy  should  be 
p.  216.] 


(a)  The  cmchmve  Character  of  the  Affidavit  of  Documents 
generally y  and  in  particular  as  to  Non-Posseemn  and  Non* 
Relevancy. 

No  order  for  production  can  be  made  agaiiiBt  a  party 
Tmless  lie  has  directly  or  indirectly  admitted  possession  :  see 
posty  p.  191 :  and  relevancy :  see  ante^  p.  181. 

A  furtlier  affidavit  of  document  can  be  ordered  only  imder 
the  circumstances  considered  ^08^,  p.  215. 

Interrogatories  for  this  purpose  can  only  be  administered 
under  the  circumstances  considered  joo«^,  p.  213. 

A  party  cannot  be  cross-examined  upon  his  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments (but  see  after  decree  Pickering  v.  Pickering^  post,  p.  236), 
nor  can  evidence  be  adduced  to  contradict  it :  Wright  v.  Pittj 
L.  E.  3  Ch.  p.  810:  Neicall  v.  Telegraph  Construction  Co. 
L.  E.  2  Eq.  p.  762 :  Manhy  v.  Bewicke  (2),  8  D.  G.  M.  &  G. 
470  (overruling  Kay  v.  Smithy  20  Beav.  566) :  Underwood  v. 
Sec.  for  India,  12  Jur.  N.  S.  321  (where  it  was  sought  to 
show  that  a  document  sworn  to  be  confidential  was  not  so  : 
see  post,  p.  231)  ;  Westminster,  8fc.  Colliery  Co.  v.  Clayton, 
12  W.  E.  123  :  Boss  v.  Dublin,  8fc.  B.  Co.  8  L.  E.  Ir.  Q.  B. 
0.  P.  &  Ex.  Div.  213 :  Jones  v.  Montevideo  Gas  Co.  post  : 
Hall  V.  Truman,  post,  p.  213 :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  27  Ch.  D. 
p.  20 :  not  even  where  the  fraudulent  omission  of  a  document 
is  alleged :  Beynell  v.  Sprye,  1  D.  Gr.  M.  &  Gt.  656 :  nor  will 
an  affidavit  in  contradiction  be  received,*  even  where  the 
party  has  chosen  to  reply  to  it:  Beynell  v.  Sprye:  and  see 
Boss  V.  Dublin,  Sfc.  B.  Co.  at  pp.  214, 215.  These  cases  were, 
with  the  exception  of  Underwood  v.  Sec.  for  India  and  Lyell 
V.  Kennedy,  all  cases  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  sug- 
gested omission  of  relevant  documents :  but  the  principles 


*  It  was  permissible  to  rerif ^  a  docmoent  stated  in  the  bill  and  neither 
admitted  nor  denied  on  a  motion  for  production  of  other  documents :  see 
Addit  Y.  Campbell,  post^  p.  262 :  Edwarda  v.  Jimea,  1  Ph.  601 :  but  not  to 
Terify  a  fact :  ibid. 
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are  appUoable  to  any  statements  in  the  affidavit  which  are 
regarded  (whether  in  reality  so  or  not,  see  pasty  p.  489)  as 
statements  of  fact.  In  all  questions  of  discovery  the  oath 
of  the  party  giving  the  discovery  is  conclusive  as  against 
the  oath  of  the  party  requiring  the  discovery :  see  Cotton, 
L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy ^  p.  19.  Evidence  cannot  be  given 
to  prove  possession,  see  antey  p.  ]  91 :  or  relevancy,  ante^ 
p.  181. 

«  Either  party  to  an  action  has  a  right  to  take  ont  a  sammons  that  the 
opposite  partr  shaU  make  an  affidavit  of  documenta :  when  the  affidavit  has 
l)een  sworn,  if  from  the  affidavit  itself  or  from  the  documents  therein  referred 
to,  or  from  an  admission  in  the  pleadings  of  the  party  from  whom  disooTery 
is  sought,  the  master  or  judge  is  of  opinion  that  the  affidavit  is  insufficient, 
he  ought  to  make  an  order  for  a  further  affidavit,  but  except  in  cases  of 
this  description  no  right  to  a  further  affidavit  exists  in  favour  of  the  party 
seeking  production.  It  cannot  be  shown  by  a  contentious  affidavit  that  the 
affidavit  of  documents  is  insufficient.  This  was  the  practice  observed  in  the 
Ck>Qrt  of  Chancery  and  the  orders  and  rules  under  the  Judicature  Act  were 
made  in  imitation  of  it.  It  may  be  urged  that  a  party  seeking  production 
may  be  injured  by  the  wrongful  withholdiug  of  a  document  and  that  an 
affidavit  in  contradiction  ought  to  be  admitted  under  supervision.  But  this 
mode  of  proceeding  cannot  be  allowed :  the  affidavit  of  documents  must  be 
accepted  as  conclusive."  Brett,  M.  B.  in  Jone»  v.  Montevideo  Oa*  Co.  6 
Q.  D.  D.  p.  658.  In  order  to  support  a  summons  for  a  further  affidavit  of 
docimionts  on  the  g^und  that  the  party  has  not  set  out  in  his  affidavit  all 
the  documents  which  he  ought  to  have  set  out,  the  adversary  cannot  file  a 
contentious  affidavit  or  be  heard  to  say  that  he  believes  and  has  good  g^unds 
for  believing  that  the  party  has  other  documents  material  to  the  question  in 
the  action  :  see  Brett,  M.  j^.  in  Comp.  FinancUre  y.  Peruvian  Guano  Co.  11 . 
Q.  B.  D.  p.  61. 

The  object  of  this  practice  is  to  prevent  a  conflict  of 
affidavits  as  to  whether  the  affidavit  of  documents  is  sufficient: 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Jones  v.  Montevideo  Oas  Co.  p.  659. 

A  judge  will  be  severe  if  he  finds  that  expenses  have  been 
incurred  through  a  wrongful  suppression  of  material  docu- 
ments :  Thesiger,  L.  J.  ibid. 

Because  the  other  side  cannot  adduce  evidence  to  con- 
tradict the  affidavit  of  documents,  it  ought  to  be  full,  and 
win  be  construed  strictly :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Gardner  v.  /mw, 
4  Ex.  D.  p.  63 ;  and  the  statutory  form  must  be  strictly 
followed :  see  post^  pp.  222,  230  (and  so  expressly  laid  down 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  a  recent  case,  unreported). 
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(a)  Interrogating  as  to  Documents  after  Affidavit  of  Documents. 

The  only  remedy  which  the  party  has  where  the  adversary's 
affidavit  of  documents  is  sufficient  (see  antCy  pp.  210^  211)  is 
to  interrogate. 

If  any  document  is  suspected  to  be  wrongly  omitted  from 
the  affidavit  (for  instance,  where  by  reason  of  the  general 
form  in  which  the  affidavit  is  necessarily  framed,  see  post^ 
p.  221,  the  party  believes  that  there  are  documents  to  which 
the  party's  recollection  has  not  been  called,  or  that  he  has 
taken  rather  too  wide  a  view  in  his  own  favour  as  to  what 
may  or  may  not  be  pertinent,  see  Newall  v.  Tekgraph,  8fc. 
Co.  pp.  762 — 764  :  and  see  post,  p.  223),  but  the  affidavit  is 
technically  sufficient,  the  only  course  for  the  party  to  pursue 
(after,  perhaps,  calling  the  adversary's  attention  to  any 
particular  document  said  to  be  omitted,  as  suggested  by 
Wickens,  V.-O.  in  Newall  v.  Telegraph ,  8fc.  Co,)  is  to  ad- 
minister interrogatories :  Jones  v.  Montevideo  Gas  Co.  5 
Q,  B.  D.  p.  558 :  Netcall  v.  Telegraphy  Sfc.  Co.  L.  R.  2  Eq. 
756 :  Thorpe  v.  Sutcliffcy  39  L.  J.  Ch.  712 :  Catt  v.  TourlCy 
18  W.  R.  966,  and  19  W.  R.  56 :  and  so,  if  possible,  force 
the  necessary  admissions  as  to  possession  and  relevancy. 
For  this  purpose  it  was  formerly  necessary  for  a  plaintiff  (a 
defendant  filed  a  concise  statement  for  the  purpose:  see 
Netcall  V.  Telegraphy  Sfc.  Co.)  to  amend  his  bill:  Catt  v. 
Tourle:  Thorpe  v.  Sutcliffe:  Noel  v.  Noely  1  D.  G.  J.  &  8. 
p.  492.  Under  the  present  practice,  if  one  set  of  interrogatories 
has  been  already  delivered,  or  in  actions  in  which  under 
rule  1  leave  is  necessary,  application  must  be  made  for  leave 
to  interrogate  for  this  purpose. 

The  circumstances  imder  which  it  is  admissible  to  interro- 
gate for  this  purpose,  and  the  kind  of  interrogatory  which 
would  be  allowed,  were  considered  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  a  recent  case  of  Eall  v.  Truman,  29  Ch.  D.  307 :  52  L.  T. 
686. 

In  that  case,  after  tlie  defendHnta  had  made  an  af&davit  of  documents 
admittedly  safOioient,  the  plaintifl  mterrogated  them  whether  they  had  not 
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in  their  possession  oorrespondenoe  between  themselves  and  certain  persons, 
ledgers,  valuations,  &c.  The  Court  of  Appeal,  affirming  Kaj,  J.  held  the 
int^TOgatory  inadmissible.  "  Though  the  interrogatoir  refers  to  particiUar 
classes  of  documents,  it  is  expressed  in  perfectly  general  terms.  It  amounts 
to  a  cross-examination  of  the  defendant  on  ms  former  affidavit  as  to 
documents,  and  that  is  a  thing  which  cannot  be  allowed.  .  .  It  is 
difficult  no  doubt  to  say  what  circumstances  would  justify  the  putting  of  an 
interrogatory  as  to  documents  to  a  party  who  has  already  ma&  a  sufficient 
affidavit  of  documents.  But  if  the  court  is  satisfied  that  notwithstanding 
the  affidavit  there  is  or  may  be  some  specified  relevant  document  or  documents 
in  the  possession  of  the  party,  whom  it  is  desired  to  interrogate,  it  may 

Sossibly  be  right  to  allow  an  interrogatory  to  be  put  whether  that  particidar 
ocument  or  those  particular  documents  is  or  are  in  his  possession.  But  a 
primd  facte  case  must  be  shown  before  such  an  interrogatory  can  be  per- 
mitted :  and  it  should  be  made  the  subject  of  a  special  application.  .  .  In 
any  case  it  must  be  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge.  .  .  And  in 
my  opinion,  it  would  never  be  light  to  allow  a  general  roving  searching 
interrogatory,  such  as  this  is,  to  be  put :  "  Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  320. 

It  may  be  suggested  that  whereas  in  order  to  justify  the  court  in  ordering 
a  further  affidavit  of  documents  only  the  admissions  of  the  party  can  be 
looked  at,  it  would  be  legitimate  to  file  an  affidavit  to  show  the  existence  of 
other  documents  in  support  of  an  application  to  interrogate. 

A  paxty  may,  it  is  oonoeiyed,  in  a  proper  case,  interrogate* 
although  he  might  have  snocessfully  applied  for  a  further 
affidavit;  but  Field,  J.  seems  to  have  held  otherwise  in 
Robinson  v.  Budgettj  W.  N.  84,  p.  94. 

It  is  admissible,  also,  to  interrogate  in  the  case  of  a  claim  to 
protect  a  document  from  production  in  order  to  show  that  the 
facts  are  not  such  as  to  support  the  claim  :  see  Catt  y.  Tourky 
18  "W.  R.  966,  and  19  "W.  R.  66  :  Sicanston  v.  Lishmany  post^ 
p.  226 :  and  the  dictum  cited  antCy  p.  110,  of  Bowen,  L.  J. 
in  Li/ell  v.  Kennedy^  27  Ch.  D,  p.  30.  But  see  posty  p.  491, 
as  to  interrogating  to  documents  constituting  the  adversary's 
evidences. 


(b)  The  Circumstances  under  which  a  further  Affidavit  of 

Documents  will  be  ordered. 

The  court  is  not  restricted  to  requiring  from  a  party  one 
affidavit  of  documents  only :  it  may  require  him  to  make 
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another  at  any  time,  if  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  or 
presumption  or  eyen  ground  for  suspicion,  derived  from 
certain  sources,  that  he  has  other  relevant  documents  in  his 
possession :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedt/,  27  Ch.  D. 
p.  20,  and  in  Hall  v.  Truman,  29  Oh.  D.  p.  319 :  and  I^oel  v. 
Noel  and  Wright  v.  Pitt^  pasty  p.  217 :  or  (according  to 
Brett,  M.  E.  in  Oamp.  Mnanciire  v.  Peruvian  Guano  Co.  11 
Q.  B.  D.  p.  63,  but  see  ante^  p.  181,  discussing  this  dictum) 
if  it  can  be  shown  from  these  sources  that  there  are  docu- 
ments which  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  may  contain 
information  which  may  directly  or  indirectly  enable  the 
applicant  to  advance  his  own  or  damage  his  adversary's 
case. 

The  sources   into  which  the  court  may  look  for   this 
purpose  are  the  following : — 

The  affidavit  of  documents :  Jones  v.  Montevideo  Gas  Co. 
5  Q.  B.  D,  p.  658  :  Comp.  Mnanciire  v.  Peruvian 
Guano  Co.  ll  Q.  B.  D.  p.  61 :  Hall  v.  Truman,  29 
Ch.  D.  p.  319. 

The  documents  referred  to  in  such  affidavit :  ibid. :  or  (it  is 
conceived)  referred  to  in  his  answer,  or  his  pleadings : 
j'li.whether  any  other  documents :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy , 
27  Ch.  D.  p.  20  :  A.  G.  v.  Emerson,  cited  post,  p.  503 : 
Wagstaffe  v.  Anderson,  post,  p.  218:  and  see  as  to 
documents  neither  admitted  nor  denied,  but  verified 
by  affidavit,  Addis  v.  Campbell,  ante,  p.  211. 

The  pleadings :  ibid. :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  p.  20 :  and  in 
pcurticular  admissions  in  the  party's  own  pleadings: 
Jones  V.  Montevideo  Gas  Co.  p.  658 :  SauU  v.  Browne, 
post,  p.  217. 

Answers  to  interrogatories:  see  the  chancery  oases, post, 
p.  217. 

Qu.  whether  any  other  affidavit  of  the  party.  In  Wright 
V.  Pitt,  post,  p.  217,  Lord  Hatherley  seemed  to 
consider  it  admissible  to  look  at  any  other  statement 
of  the  party  on  oath.  In  Cocq  v.  Hunsagaria  Coffee 
Co.  W.  N.   1868,  p.  216,  a  further  affidavit  was 
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ordered,  the  party  having  omitted  certain  doouments 
mentioned  in  his  answer  and  in  depositions  before  an 
examiner  which  were  referred  to  in  his  answer.  In 
Akock  V.  Gill,  W.  N.  1869,  p.  270,  the  omission  of 
doouments  mentioned  by  the  secretary  of  the  defen^ 
dant  company  in  his  examination  ex  parte  was  not 
considered  a  ground  for  ordering  a  further  aflSdavit. 
Where  after  an  aflGldavit  of  documents  had  been  made 
by  a  relator  and  plaintiflE  certain  documents  apparently 
relevant  were  referred  to  in  an  aflBdavit  of  his  agent 
as  being  in  his  possession,  a  further  affidavit  was 
refused :  A,  O,  v.  Castk/ord,  27  L.  T.  644. 
See  also  generally  as  to  the  sources  into  which  the  court 
will  look  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  truth  of  a  claim 
to  withhold  a  document,  post,  p.  603  ;  or  an  answer  to 
on  interrogatory,  ante,  p.  109. 

The  justification  for  the  ordering  of  a  further  affidavit  is 
that  the  party  has  by  his  own  admissions  discredited  the  state- 
ment in  his  affidavit  of  documents :  see  Wright  v.  Pitt,  post^ 
p.  217. 

The  denial  of  relevancy  when  repeated  in  the  further 
affidavit  is  conclusive,  unless  the  court  is  reasonably  satisfied 
of  its  untruth :  see  ante,  p.  181. 

The  court  is  bound  by  the  description  of  the  nature  of  the 
documents  in  these  sources,  though  not  by  every  description 
of  their  contents,  if  it  can  see  from  their  nature  that  the 
description  is  not  or  may  not  reasonably  be  correct :  Brett, 
M.  R.  Comp.  Mnanciii'e  v.  Peruvian  Guano  Co.  11  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  63 :  and  see  as  to  the  acceptance  by  the  court  of  the  party's 
description  of  his  documents  where  he  claims  protection  for 
them,  post,  pp.  2*31,  503. 

Where  the  adversary  charges  that  the  party  has  omitted 
from  his  affidavit  improperly  certain  documents,  the  reason 
of  the  omission  may  be  either  that  they  are  not  relevant  or 
that  he  never  had  them  in  his  possession.  The  adversary 
must  therefore  show  from  the  above  sources  that  they  are  (or 
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may  be,  see  ante)  relevant  and  that  the  party  had  or  has 
them  in  his  possession.  Where  therefore  it  was  not  so  shown 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  certain  document  in  their  possession 
(that  is  "possession"  for  the  purpose  of  the  affidavit,  see 
posff  p.  224:  the  language  here  used  by  Baggallay  and 
Brett,  LL. J.  seem  too  narrow,  for  if  they  had  at  any  time 
had  the  document,  see  Noel  v.  Noely  Boss  v.  Dublin^  Sfc.  Co. 
post,  it  should  have  been  included  in  the  affidavit,  see  post, 
p.  222),  a  further  affidavit  was  refused  as  to  that  document 
though  ordered  (see  as  to  the  usual  order  j^ost,  p.  218)  as  to 
the  others,  which  with  it  had  been  referred  to  in  a  document 
disclosed  in  the  affidavit :  Comjmgnie,  8fc,  v.  Peruvian,  8fc,  Co, 
pp.  60,  65,  further  cited  ante,  p.  184. 

The  following  are  the  chancery  cases  on  the  subject.  See 
also  those  in  the  note  ante,  p.  215 :  post,  p.  234,  as  to  sealed 
up  portions  of  documents :  and  Welsh,  8fc.  Co,  v.  Gaskill,post, 
p.  217. 

No  admiflsion  in  express  terms  is  necessary  if  by  inference  from  statements 
in  the  pleadings  the  jndge  is  satisfied  that  the  party  has  other  material 
documents  relating  to  the  questions  in  the  cause  in  his  possession:  see 
Jessel,  M.  R.  in  SaullY,  Browne,  L.  R.  17  Eq.  402;  and  Storey  v.  Lennox ^ 
1  M.  &  C.  p.  635.  In  Saull  v.  Browne,  the  defendant  in  his  answer  had  set 
out  a  long  list  of  customers  of  his  business  which  could  not  have  been  made 
from  memory  but  in  his  affidavit  of  documents  mentioned  no  books  of  the 
business. 

''Reationable  suspicion  "  (the  phrase  used  in  Xoel  v.  Xoel,  1  D.  G.  J.  &  S. 
468,  and  see  Lt/ell  y.  Kennedy,  ante,  p.  211)  is  no  grouud  unless  it  is  founded 
on  the  pleadings  and  affidavits :  see  Selw^ni,  L.  J.,  in  Wright  v.  Pitt,  L.  R. 
3  Ch.  p.  811 :  as  in  Noel  v.  Noel,  where  documents  (letters)  referred  to  in  the 
answer,  clearly  relevant  and  which  ToxuSt  have  been  at  one  time  in  the  defen- 
dant's possession  were  omitted  from  the  affidavit ;  and  see  Westminster,  ^-e. 
Co.  V.  Clayton,  12  W.  R.  123,  where  a  further  affidavit  was  ordered  on  the 
ground  of  omission  of  documents  admitted  by  his  answer  to  be  in  his  posses- 
sion and  apparently  relevant. 

To  make  Noel  v.  Noel  applicable  the  party  must  have  made  some  admission 
throwing  discredit  on  the  sufficiency  of  his  affidavit:  Lord  Hatherley  in 
Wright  v.  Pitt,  p.  811 :  or  some  statement  on  oath :  ibid.  p.  810  (see  as  to 
this  ante,  p.  215). 

Because  a  party  owning  land  the  subject  of  the  action  includes  no  deeds 
relating  thereto  a  further  affidavit  cannot  be  ordered,  for  his  ancestor  may 
have  mortgaged  the  land  so  that  ho  may  never  have  had  any  deeds  in  his 
possession :  ^id.  p.  810. 

Where  a  railway  contractor  included  no  accounts  or  vouchers  in  his 
affidavit,  Hall,  V.  U.  refused  to  order  a  further  affidavit  not  being  judiciaUy 
convinced  that  there  were  or  ever  had  been  such  documents,  or  having  suffi- 
cient assurance  of  it :  Appleby  v.  Waring,  L.  J.  Notes,  1880,  p.  125. 

Merely  because  it  is  suspected  that  a  party  has  stated  facts  incorrectly  or 
untruly  the  court  is  not  at  liberty  to  disregard  those  statements. .  . .  His 
answer  may  be  open  to  every  possible  suspicion  and  yet  according  to  the 
practice  the  court  cannot  reject  it :  Bowes  v.  Femie,  3  M.  &  C.  p.  637  (but 
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this  was  in  conneotion  wiUi  sealing  up  parts  of  doouments  referred  to  in  an 
answer,  see  po»ty  p.  235,  and  not  a  question  of  ordering  a  farther  affidavit  of 
documents,  see  ante,  pp.  109,  211). 

Query  whether  where  trust  funds  the  subject  of  the  action  hare  passed 
through  a  party's  private  account,  and  no  pass  book  is  scheduled,  there  is 
sufficient  ground  for  the  court's  action.  This  point  arose  in  Itiehard$  y. 
Watkins,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  168,  but  it  does  not  appear  clearly  whether  the  deci- 
siun  was  based  on  this  ground. 

In  Wagataffe  v.  Anderton,  39  L.  T.  332,  the  defendant  made  no  statement 
as  to  doouments  which  had  been  in  his  possession,  and  therefore  a  further 
affidavit  was  inevitable :  but  the  court  seemed  to  think  that  it  might  be 
sufficient  g^und  for  ordering  a  further  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  possession  of  a  letter  (from  the  defendant's  agents  to  himself) 
which  should  have  been  scheduled  in  the  defendant's  affidavit  as  having 
been  in  his  possession  and  which  referred  to  other  letters  which  should  also 
have  been  included :  but  qu.  whether  this  could  have  been  brought  within 
the  principles  laid  down  above. 

In  Original  Hartlepool,  ^c.  Colliery  Co.  v.  Jfoon,  30  L.  T.  193,  a  further 
affidavit  was  ordered,  certain  letters  by  the  client  to  the  solicitor  having 
been  discovered  and  produced,  but  not  the  letters  in  answer  to  which  they 
were  written. 

So  where  letters  from  a  third  person  to  the  solicitor  were  scheduled  in  the 
affidavit  and  they  were  endorsed  with  w^wds  showing  that  they  were 
answered,  it  was  held  that  the  affidavit  was  insufficient  in  not  accounting 
for  the  copies  of  these  answers:  TTeal  v.  Gama,  28  S.  J.  613:  whether 
their  production  could  be  ordered  was  another  question :  ibid. 

Whore  production  was  ordered  of  certain  books  which  had  been  referred  to 
by  the  plaintiff  and  he  produced  some  books  on  an  affidavit  and  subsequently 
a  further  affidavit  saying  that  these  were  the  only  books  he  had  ever  had 
relating  to  the  subject,  the  Court  of  Appeal  on  inspecting  the  books  were 
satisfied  that  though  the  affidavit  was  sufficient  in  form  the  plaintiff  was 
keeping  back  documents  which  he  ought  to  discover  and  therefore  dismissed 
his  action :  Danvilliert  v.  Mgert,  W.  N.  83,  p.  68,  further  cited  j90«^,  p.  688. 

Where  a  company  omitted  from  their  i^davit  of  documents  a  balance 
sheet  and  books  of  account  which  were  clearly  relevant  to  the  matters  in 
question,  and  where  it  appeared  fix>m  documents  included  in  the  affidavit 
that  the  balance  sheet  ana  books  were  or  had  been  in  their  possession  a 
further  affidavit  was  ordered:  Jtoss  v.  Dublin,  ^e,  Co,  8  L.  B.  Ir.  213, 
following  the  rule  laid  down  in  Jones  v.  Montevideo  Gat  Co.  ante. 

See  also  Richard  v.  TFatkins,  6  Juf .  N.  S.  168 :  and  Imperial  Zand  Co.  of 
Marseillee  v.  Matterman,  22  W.  B.  66  (referred  to  by  Malins,  Y.-C.  in  Corp. 
Hastings  v.  Ivally  L.  R.  8  Ch.  pp.  1019—1020),  where  the  Court  of  App«il 
reverseid  the  vice-chancellor's  order  which  he  made  for  a  further  affidavit  on 
the  ground  of  omission  of  documents  referred  to  in  a  document  disclosed  in 
the  affidavit  of  documents. 

See  also  Howes  v.  Femie  and  Pareell  v.  MaeNamaray  post,  p.  234,  where  the 
indexes  raised  suspicion. 


(o)  As  to  the  course  taken  by  the  Court  in  Cases  where  the 
Affidamt  is  Inconsistent  or  Discredited  as  ante,  p.  214. 

Where  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  any 
documents  may  have  been  wrongly  omitted  from  the  affidavit 
the  court  will  either  order  a  further  affidavit  as  to  the  par- 
ticular doouments :  Noel  v.  Noel^  1  P.  Q-.  J,  &  S,  468  :  Wil* 
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kti  V.  ThiseUoHy  1  N.  R.  42  :  Abud  v,  Richesy  2  Ch.  D.  360  : 
Compagnie  Financiire  v.  Peruvian  Ouano  Co,  11  Q.  B.  D.  55 
(see  ante^  p.  184) :  Vyse  v.  Foster^  L.  R.  13  Eq.  602  :  and 
see  the  form,  App.  Gh.  I. :  or  a  further  general  affidavit :  see 
the  form,  App.  Ch.  I. :  Cocq  v.  HunasgatHa  Coffee  Co.  "W.  N. 
68,  p.  216 :  Westminster,  8fc.  Co.  v.  Clayton,  12  W.  R.  123 ; 
Abud  V.  Riches :  Saull  v.  Broivne,  L.  R.  17  Eq.  402  (see 
ante,  p.  217),  where  apparently  (and  see  the  form,  App.  Ch.  I.) 
the  order  was  for  a  further  general  affidavit  stating  in  par- 
ticular whether  the  defendants  had  in  their  possession  any 
and  what  documents  relating  to  a  certain  business ;  or  it  may 
refuse  to  order  a  further  affidavit  at  all  as  in  a  recent  case 
(ex  rel.)  where  the  court  was  of  opinion  that  the  omission 
was  neither  directly  nor  indirectly  of  importance :  and  see 
Hall  V.  Burke  (reported  Times,  Aug.  7th,  1884)  where  the 
court  refused  to  order  a  further  affidavit,  considering  that 
though  the  document  in  question  (disclosed  in  an  answer) 
might  be  more  or  less  material  its  disclosure  was  not  neces- 
sary  before  trial:  and  see  ante,  p.  215.  Or  the  court  may 
after  a  number  of  insufficient  affidavits  have  been  put  in, 
merely  declare  the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  and  so  leave 
the  party  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  under  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  21 :  see  for  instance  Thomas  v.  Palin,  21  Ch.  D.  360,  cited 
post,  p.  584,  where  application  for  attachment  was  made 
against  him  :  and  see  ante,  p.  146,  as  to  such  an  order  in  the 
case  of  an  insufficient  answer. 

In  Botces  v.  Femie,  3  M.  &  C.  it  was  stated,  pp.  637 — 
638,  that  where  with  respect  to  a  particular  matter  a  party 
has  made  inconsistent  and  contradictory  statements  the 
adversary  may  adopt  and  act  upon  that  which  is  most  in 
his  favour,  and  that  if  there  were  any  books  or  accounts  as 
to  which  there  were  any  contradictory  statements  or  as  to 
which  the  documents  themselves  showed  a  discrepancy  in 
the  statements,  an  order  would  be  made  for  their  inspection. 
But  the  practice  is  to  allow  the  party  to  file  an  affidavit  in 
order  to  explain  the  discrepancy,  as  in  Westminster,  Sfc,  Co. 
V.  Clayton  where  a  document  not  included  in  the  affidavit 
was  referred  to  in  the  answer  as  apparently  relevant  and 


220  BK.  I.   CHAP.  V.   SECT.  X.  (d). 

also  as  being  in  his  possession.     See  also  ante^  p.  210  :  and 
poaty  p.  235,  as  to  sealed  up  parts  of  documents. 


(d)  A%  to  th4^  Manner  in  which  the  Affidavit  must  be  made. 

The  aflSdavit  of  documents  being  in  reality  an  answer  to 
an  imaginary  interrogatory  (see  Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  King^ 
15  Beav.  11,  and  ante^  p.  155),  and  there  being  no  distinction 
of  principle  between  the  obligation  to  state  facts  in  it  and  in  an 
answer  to  interrogatories  (see  ante^  p.  140),  must  be  made  in 
the  same  manner  and  imder  the  same  conditions  as  interroga- 
tories must  be  answered,  that  is  to  say,  according  to  the  best 
of  the  party's  knowledge  information  (remembrance)  and 
belief :  see  as  to  this  obligation  in  answering  interrogatories 
antcy  p.  127 :  and  see  para.  7  of  the  form  of  affidavit,  po%ty 
App.  Ch.  I. :  and  see  also  post,  p.  502,  as  to  properly  exa- 
mining documents  when  protection  is  claimed  for  them. 

There  must  be  a  proper  examination  of  the  documents  in 
order  that  they  may  be  correctly  scheduled  :  Gahbett  v. 
Cavendish,  3  Sw.  267,  n. 

The  number  of  the  docimients  is  no  excuse  for  an  imperfect 
examination  of  them,  and  the  court  will  if  necessary  allow 
time  to  prepare  a  proper  schedule :  Combe  v.  Corp.  London, 
15  L.  J.  Ch.  pp.  82 — 83 :  and  see  Williams  v.  Prince  of 
Wales,  8fc.  Co.  23  Beav.  338 :  and  Vyse  v.  Foster,  L.  E.  1*3 
Eq.  602 :  and  see  App.  Ch.  I.  as  to  form  of  summons  for 
time :  and  ante,  p.  144,  as  to  extension  of  time  for  answering 
interrogatories. 

In  Price  v.  Price,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  215,  the  party  said  in  his 
affidavit  that  he  was  unable  to  say  exhaustively  that  there 
might  not  be  other  documents  which  he  was  unable  to  find : 
the  affidavit  was  held  insufficient. 

See  Ellwand  v.  McDonnell,  post,  p.  223,  where  after  a  dili- 
gent search  certain  documents  could  not  be  found. 

"Where  documents  which  ought  to  be  included  in  the  affi- 
davit are  not  in  the  party's  corporeal  possession  he  is  bound 
to  make  the  same  exertions  and  take  the  same  steps  in  all 
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respeots  as  if  he  were  interrogated  either  directly  as  to  the 
contents  of  such  documents  or  as  to  matters  which  he  could 
only  answer  by  reference  to  and  inspection  of  them :  (as  to 
which  see  ante^  p.  136,  and  in  particular  Taj/lor  v.  Bundell 
cited  on  p.  136)  :  see  ante^  p.  195,  as  to  producing  documents 
not  in  his  corporeal  possession. 

The  parties  must  give  all  the  information  in  their  power  in 
this  respect :  Clinch  v.  Financial  Corporation,  L.  E.  2  Eq. 
p.  273. 

Where  partnership  documents  were  numerous  and  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  world  and  the  time  and  expense  of  pre- 
paring a  schedule  would  be  great  the  party  was  held  bound 
to  schedule  them  in  the  affidavit:  Vt/se  v.  Foster:  and  see 
Whyte  V.  Ahrensy  32  W.  R.  312,  where  six  months  was  given 
for  filing  an  affidavit  of  documents  in  Japan. 

The  party  must  satisfy  the  court  that  he  has  taken  all 
proper  means  to  get  the  information:  Mertens  v.  Haigh,  3 
D.  G.  J.  &  S.  528.  In  this  case  the  defendant  in  answer  to 
an  interrogatory  for  discovery  of  documents  said  that  all  his 
documents  were  in  the  possession  of  his  clerk  at  New  Orleans, 
that  it  would  be  necessary  for  him  personally  to  go  there  to 
search  select  and  procure  them  and  that  he  could  not  do  so 
without  running  the  risk  of  being  arrested  :  it.was  held  (diss. 
Knight  Bruce,  L.  J.)  that  it  was  not  sufficient  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  he  made  inquiries  of  any  persons 
who  would  be  likely  to  give  him  information. 


(e)  As  to  the  Form  of  Affidavit — as  to  lost  Documents. 

The  affidavit,  to  be  made  by  a  party  against  whom  such 
order  as  is  mentioned  in  the  last  preceding  rule  has  been 
made,  shall  specify  which,  if  any,  of  the  documents  therein 
mentioned  he  objects  to  produce,  and  it  shall  be  in  the  form 
No.  8  in  App.  B  (see  App.  Ch.  I.),  with  such  variations  as 
circumstances  may  require.     Kule  13. 

This  form  is  the  same  as  that  in  use  under  the  Ch.  P.  Act, 
1852  :  Rochdale  Canal  Co,  v.  King,  15  Beav.  11. 
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It  is  framed  on  the  model  of  a  carefully  prepared  answer 
to  the  interrogatories  of  a  searching  bill :  ibid. 

The  form  of  affidavit  is  obligatory :  "  shall  be  "  not  "  may 
be  "  as  in  the  old  rule  13,  see  App.  Ch.  II.  But  even  imder 
that  rule  it  was  intended  to  be  the  common  form  and  to  be 
exhaustive :  Lindley,  L.  J.  W.  N.  76,  pp.  39 — 40 :  the  form 
in  use  imder  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  section  50  being  held 
insufficient :  Anon.  "W.  N.  75,  p.  240.  In  chancery  though 
not  obligatory  it  was  generally  adhered  to  and  only  varied  in 
so  far  as  might  be  necessary  to  meet  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1934:  Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  King:  fFood- 
hatch  V.  Freehnd,  11  W.  E.  398. 

Any  omission  renders  the  affidavit  insufficient  (see  ante^ 
p.  210)  unless  a  satisfactory  reason  is  given  for  the  omission, 
as  in  Woodhatch  v.  Freeland^  11  W.  E.  398,  where  a  satisfac- 
tory reason  was  given  for  the  omission  of  the  words  "  in  the 
possession  or  power  of  our  solicitors  or  agents " :  and  see 
Ledmdge  v.  Mayne^  I.  E.  11  Eq.  463. 

For  instance  where  nothing  is  said  as  to  documents  which 
have  been  in  the  party's  possession  or  power :  Wagetaffc  v. 
Anderson,  39  L.  T.  332 :  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  38.» 

A  bankrupt  must  therefore  include  in  his  affidavit  all 
documents  which  he  has  had  in  his  possession  and  has 
handed  over  to  his  trustees :  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  38,  but  see 
ante,  p.  55.  A  party  must  schedule  all  documents  (for 
instance  letters  which  he  has  not  preserved)  which  have  been 
in  his  possession  and  are  lost  or  destroyed :  see  Rishton  v. 
Ormel,  14  "W.  E.  789,  where  it  was  so  held  in  answer  to 
interrogatories. 

Where  a  document  which  a  party  once  had  in  his  possession 
has  been  lost  he  must  state  how  it  was  lost  and  where,  if 
he  can :  Tat/lor  v.  Oliver,  34  L.  T.  902 :  and  see  the  form  of 
affidavit  post,  App.  Ch.  I. 

But  where  documents  admitted  by  a  former  answer  to  have 


•  At  common  law  an  interrogatory  nnder  the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  b.  61  coold  be 
administered  for  discovery  of  documents  which  had  been  in  the  party's 
possession  :  Lethhndg$  y.  Cronk,  23  W.  B.  703. 
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been  in  his  solicitor's  possession  had  been  mislaid  and  after  a  i 
dOigent  search  oonld  not  be  found,  so  that  he  was  unable  to  Jj 
set  them  forth  in  a  schedule,  it  was  held  sufficient :  Ellwand  I 
V.  McDonnell,  8  Beav.  14.  'j 

See  as  to  documents  no  longer  in  his  possession  or  power  of 
which  he  is  unable  to  give  a  list :  Elhoand  y.  McDonnelly  cited 
ante,  p.  220. 

The  form  is  only  in  very  general  language  :  and  although 
an  order  for  a  special  affidavit  as  to  particular  documents  or 
generally  as  to  documents  in  respect  of  a  particular  matter 
may  be  made :  see  forms  in  Seton,  pp.  136,  137 :  Quinn  t. 
Batdiffe,  9  W.  B.  65 :  and  see  ante,  p.  158,  as  to  limiting  the 
affidavit :  it  may  sometimes  be  necessary  to  interrogate  in 
order  to  get  discovery  of  this  more  searching  nature,  when 
for  instance,  the  affidavit  being  so  technically  sufficient  as  to 
preclude  the  court  from  ordering  a  further  affidavit,  the 
adversary  believes  that  there  must  be  documents  in  the 
party's  possession  to  which  his  recollection  has  not  been 
called  or  that  he  has  taken  rather  too  wide  a  view  in  his  own 
favour  as  to  what  may  or  may  not  be  pertinent  to  the  case, 
and  interrogates  for  specific  information  of  papers  relating  to 
particular  matters :  see  Neicall  v.  Telegraph,  8fc.  Co.  L.  E. 
2  Eq.  pp.  762, 764  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1762  :  ante,  p.  212 :  and 
SwansUm  v.  Lkhman,  cited  post,  p.  226.  It  is  a  legitimate 
office  of  interrogatories  to  call  the  party's  attention  to  specific 
matters  which  may  have  been  disregarded  or  overlooked  in  a 
general  allegation,  see  ante,  p.  133. 

The  common  form  was  held  sufficient  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  even  where  an  affidavit  had  been  filed  in  support  of 
the  application  for  the  order  (on  a  liquidator)  charging 
possession  of  particular  documents,  a  direct  denial  of  the 
particular  documents  not  being  necessary :  Welsh  Steam,  8fc. 
Co.  V.  Qa^kill,  L.  J.  Notes,  1877,  p.  38:  36  L.  T.  352. 
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(f )  As  to  t/ie  Documents  which  must  be  incliukd  in  the  Affidavit 
of  Documents  as  in  the  Party^s  Possession  or  Power, 

The  purpose  of  the  affidavit  of  doouments  is  not  merely  to 
enable  production  to  be  ordered  from  the  party  himself.  Its 
object  is  also  to  discover  the  existence  of  documents  which 
have  been  in  his  possession  or  power  and  what  has  become  of 
them  and  in  whose  possession  they  are  (see  the  form,  App. 
Ch.  I.)  and  also  of  documents  in  which  he  has  a  joint  pro- 
perty with  other  persons  not  before  the  court  (find  their 
names,  see  ante^  p.  198)  and  which  therefore  he  cannot  be 
ordered  to  produce,  in  order  that  the  adversary  may  be 
enabled  (1)  to  get  production  or  even  possession  of  them  from 
the  persons  who  have  possession  of  or  a  property  in  them : 
see  antcj  pp.  21 — 23 :  (2)  to  extort  their  contents  by  means 
of  interrogatories :  see  ante^  p.  198 :  and  see  Sicanston  v. 
Lishman,  cited  post,  p.  226 :  and  Freeman  v.  Fairlie,  cited 
ante,  p.  138 :  see  also  Martineau  v.  Cox,  cited  post,  p.  226 : 
and  Eglinton  v.  Laiyib  and  other  cases  cited  post,  p.  227 :  where 
this  purpose  is  lost  sight  of. 

"  Possession  or  power  "  is  used  as  well  in  reference  to  the 
affidavit  of  documents  as  in  reference  to  actual  production : 
but  the  words  must  of  necessity  be  given  a  wider  interpreta- 
tion in  the  former  connection  than  in  the  latter :  see  ante, 
p.  193. 

By  paragraph  7  of  the  form  of  affidavit  (see  App.  Ch.  I.) 
the  expression  "  possession  or  power  "  is. interpreted  to  cover 
all  documents  in  his  own  possession  custody  or  power,  or  in 
the  possession  custody  or  power  of  his  solicitors  or  agents 
solicitor  or  agent  or  in  the  possession  custody  or  power  of  any 
other  persons  or  person  in  his  behalf. 

(1)  As  to  the  Documents  in  the  Party* s  own  corporeal  Possession, 

All  documents  must  be  included  which  are  in  his  corporeal 
possession  whether  he  has  the  exclusive  property  or  only  a 
partial  property  in  them. 

It  is  conceived  that  he  must  also  schedule  those  in  his  cor- 
poreal possession  ("  his  custody  "  but  see  post,  p.  226,  as  to 
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the  solicitor's  custody)  in  which  he  has  no  property  at  all. 
In  Beid  v.  Langlois^  1  M.  &  G-.  p.  636,  Lord  Cottenham 
defines  possession  for  the  purpose  of  production  as  legal 
possession  the  right  and  power  to  deal  with  the  documents, 
not  merely  corporeal  possession  as  being  in  his  desk  or  in  his 
house.  But  though  this  is  so  undoubtedly  as  regards  pro- 
duction, see  antCy  p.  194,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  is  so  for  the 
purpose  of  discoveiy,  that  is  to  say  inclusion  in  the  affidavit. 
"  If  you  have  any  possession  that  is  enough  " :  see  Clinch  v. 
Financial  Corporation^  L.  E.  2  Eq.  p.  273.  In  this  case  the 
defendants,  directors  of  a  bank,  who  were  also  defendants  and 
had  made  an  affidavit  of  documents  by  their  secretary,  were 
held  boimd  to  schedule  documents  the  property  of  the  bank 
as  being  in  their  possession  or  power,  for  they  were  the  only 
persons  who  could  give  an  order  for  their  production  :  but  it 
is  clear  that  no  order  for  production  could  have  been  made 
against  them  without  including  the  bank  in  the  order,  or  at 
the  least  serving  the  order  on  the  bank,  see  ante^  p.  209. 


(2)  As  to  Documents  not  in  the  Party^s  own  Corporeal 

Possession, 

All  documents  must  be  included  which  are  in  his  own  pos- 
session or  power  or  in  the  possession  custody  or  power  of  his 
solicitors  or  agents  solicitor  or  agent  or  in  the  possession 
custody  or  power  of  any  persons  or  person  on  his  behalf :  see 
para.  7  of  the  form  ante. 

All  documents  must  be  included  in  which  the  party  has  any 
property  at  all,  that  is  to  say  whether  they  are  held  on  his 
sole  behalf  or  on  his  behalf  jointly  with  other  persons :  see 
for  instance  Bovill  v.  Cowan,  cited  ante,  p.  198 :  Mertens  v. 
Maighy  cited  ante,  p.  221 :  Swanston  v.  Lishman,  cited  post : 
and  the  cases  cited  ante,  p.  21,  where  a  list  of  documents  was 
ordered  though  not  their  production. 

A  partner  most  schedule  partnership  doooments  if  they  are  relevant  or 
contain  relevant  entries  though  the  other  partners  are  not  parties :  Zazarus 
V.  Morky,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1119 :   Vyte  v.  FotUry  L.  B.  13  £q.  602.    In  Mar* 

D.  Q 
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timau  V.  Cox,  2  Y.  &  G.  638,  the  defGndant,  a  partner  resident  in  England, 
was  held  not  bound  to  schedule  documents  belonging  to  his  firm  which 
oaxried  on  bosiness  in  Portugal  partly  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  bound 
to  write  to  his  partner  or  to  know  the  affairs  of  the  partnership  in  Portugal, 
and  partly  on  the  gpround  that  if  he  made  a  schedule  no  production  could  be 
ordered  if  the  other  partners  refused  to  give  them  up,  and  therefore  the 
court  would  not  order  a  schedule  which  was  merely  a  means  to  that  end. 
As  to  the  first  ground,  see  anU^  pp.  137,  138 :  as  to  the  second  ground,  this 
is  to  oonfound  the  questions  of  discovery  and  production :  and  see  ante, 
p.  224,  as  to  the  purposes  of  the  affidavit.  The  following  observations  of 
Jesael,  M.  B.  in  Stcansion  v.  Zishmattf  4d  L.  T.  360,  bear  upon  this  point. 
It  was  an  action  against  the  managing  owner  of  a  ship  for  an  account ;  the 
defendant  in  his  aJ&davit  of  documents  stated  that  aU  the  accounts  were 
kept  by  a  firm  of  H.  &  Co.  In  answer  to  interrogatories  he  admitted  that 
he  was  a  member  of  the  firm  and  that  they  managed  the  ship,  but  refused  to 
answer  as  to  or  set  out  a  list  of  the  books  of  account  of  the  firm  containing 
entries  relating  to  the  ship,  or  as  to  his  having  a  right  of  access  to  them,  or 
as  to  their  being  under  lus  control.  *'  The  rule  as  to  discovery  is  the  exact 
oontrary  to  that  as  to  production.  You  must  set  out  every  document  you 
have  in  your  possession  whether  you  are  bound  to  produce  them  or  not.  And 
I  have  even  Imown  a  Chancery  judg^  threaten  to  order  a  defendant  to  set 
out  verbatim  all  relevant  portions  of  documents  where  he  attempted  to  pro- 
tect himself  against  production  by  alleging  joint  possession  of  himself  and 
partners."    See  also  ante,  pp.  136,  136. 

As  to  doouments  in  the  possession  oustody  or  power  of  his 
solicitors  or  agents  in  which  he  has  no  property :  qu.  whether 
the  language  of  the  affidavit  is  not  theoretically  wide  enough 
to  include  them,  the  words  "  on  his  behalf  "  not  necessarily 
applying  to  "solicitors  or  agents." 

It  is  not  the  practice  to  schedule  the  solicitors'  books  of  business  as  con- 
taining entries  relating  to  the  matters  in  question :  though  in  Flight  v. 
Jtobinson,  8  Beav.  22,  the  solicitors'  books  letter  books  journals  ledgers,  &c. 
were  soheduled,  their  production  (see  p.  40}  not  being  ordered  apparently  as 
being  the  solicitor's  property  (see  p.  30).  See  also  ante^  p.  208,  as  to  the 
property  in  letters  written  to  or  by  a  solicitor  and  copies  of  tiiem. 

.JUL  £ond  V.  Iforthover,  1  Y.  &  G.  221,  it  was  held  insufficient,  in  answer  to 
an  interrogatory  for  a  party  to  deny  that  he  had  possession  or  power  of  the 
documents  in  question  and  to  say  nothing  as  to  that  of  his  solicitor,  for  if  the 
solicitor  got  them  aliunde  or  (but  qu.)  had  a  lien  upon  them  they  were  not 
in  the  party's  possession  or  power  though  in  the  solicitor's  hands. 

In  Aire^  v.  Hall,  cited  ante,  p.  199,  an  agent's  account  books  were 
scheduled :  and  see  lieid  v.  Langlois,  also  there  referred  to. 

A  decision  of  Eandersley,  V.  0.  in  Eglinton  v.  Lambi  14  W.  R.  170,  would 
Boem  to  establish  clearly  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  schedule  documents  which 
are  the  solicitor's  own  property :  but  the  reasons  given  for  the  decision  are 
not  satisfactory.  In  that  case  the  solicitors  of  the  defendants  (trustees)  had 
entered  into  their  own  books  the  rents  received  by  them  of  the  trust  property: 
and  the  Vice  Chancellor  held  that  these  books  need  not  be  included  m  the 
defendants'  affidavit  as  they  were  not  their  own  property,  and  therefore  the 
defendants  could  not  be  ordered  to  produce  them.  In  an  earlier  case  before 
the  same  judge  the  defendant  had  employed  his  son  who  was  a  solicitor  to 
receive  the  income  of  trust  propertv :  he  was  held  not  bound  in  answer  to  an 
iliterrogatory  to  set  forth  a  list  of  the  son's  documents  containing  entries 
zeferring  to  the  trust  estate,  the  Y.  0.  observing  that  the  principle  that  the 
plaJTitify  has  a  right  to  enforce  discovery  of  £>ok8  and  documents  in  the 
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poBsession  of  the  defendant's  agent  and  being  his  private  property  was  erro- 
neous: Colytn'  V.  Colyer,  4  L.  T,  226 :  and  see  also  Woodhateh  v.  Freeland^  11 
W.  B.  p.  399,  before  the  same  judge.  It  is  submitted  that  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor loses  si^t  of  an  important  purpose  of  the  affidavit  of  documents,  see 
ante,  p.  224.  Production  of  these  documents  undoubtedly  could  not  be  ordered 
against  the  party :  see  anU,  p.  199  :  the  point  is  whether  disooyery  of  the 
entries  could  not  have  been  obtained,  and  whether  such  documents  ought 
not  to  be  scheduled  in  order  to  inform  the  opponent  of  their  existence.  In 
this  very  case  of  Eglinton  v.  Lamb  the  Vice  Chancellor  admitted  that  the 
trustees  would  be  entitled  to  have  copies  of  these  entries  from  their  solicitors, 
though  of  course,  as  he  observed,  they  were  not  bound  to  get  copies  in  order 
to  schedule  the  copies,  they  having  no  copies  at  the  time  in  their  possession. 
And  qu.  whether  a  solicitor  can  refuse  production  of  his  ordinary  books  to 
the  client:  see  Woodhateh  v.  Freelandf  11  W.  B.  p.  399.  It  may  be  noted 
that  counsel  have  been  ordered  to  produce  drafts  retained  by  them  as  prece- 
dents for  the  benefit  of  any  person  interested  in  them :  Stanhope  y.  Soberts, 
2  Atk.  213. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  scheduling  docunkents  in  the  hands 
of  former  agents,  see  Mcintosh  v.  G,  W.  J?.  Co.  cited  ante^ 
p.  142,  in  connection  with  the  subject  of  the  information  of 
agents  necessary  to  be  given  in  answer  to  interrogatories. 


(g)  As  to  what  18  sufficient  Description  of  the  Documents. 

As  to  what  is  sufficient  description  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tection, &^post,  sub-sect.  (h). 

Production  cannot  be  ordered  unless  the  documents  are  so 
described  or  identified  as  that  the  court  can  determine  whether 
the  order  has  been  complied  with,  that  is,  whether  the  docu- 
ments referred  to  have  been  produced :  Atkyns  v.  Wright^  14 
Ves.  p.  213 :  Taylor  v.  Batten,  4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  87 :  Christian 
V.  Taylory  11  Sim.  p.  408:  NichollY.  Jones,  2  H.  &  M.  p.  695: 
Ledwidge  v.  Mayne,  I.  E.  11  Eq.  463.  The  object  (not  the 
sole  object,  see  ante,  p.  224)  of  the  affidavit  is  to  enable  the 
court  to  make  an  order  for  production  of  the  documents 
mentioned  in  it  if  the  court  thinks  fit  to  do  so,  and  a  de- 
scription of  the  documents  which  enables  production  if  ordered 
to  be  enforced  is  sufficient :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Taylor  v.  Batten, 
4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  89.  See  Kettlewell  v,  Barstow,  post,  p.  522, 
where  a  further  affidavit  was  ordered  on  the  ground  of  insuffi- 
cient description:  and  so  also  in  Corp.  of  Bristol"^.  Cox,  26 

Ch.  D.  p.  685. 

q2 
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The  other  party  has  no  right  to  such  a  description  of  the 
documents  as  may  enable  him  to  test  the  truth  of  the  affidavit 
thereby :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  Taylor  v.  Batten^  p.  88 :  nor  to 
discover  their  contents  or  what  they  are :  see  posty  p.  231. 

He  may  be  entitled  (see  ante^  p.  213)  to  get  a  more  de- 
tailed description  by  interrogatories,  but  not  necessarily  or  in 
every  case,  see  post^  p.  491,  of  documents  which  have  been 
sufficiently  described  to  justify  the  court  in  protecting  them 
from  production. 

If  words  are  used  which  if  true  protect  the  documents  no 
further  particularity  is  necessary  than  in  the  case  for  which 
protection  is  not  claimed :  Cotton,  L*  J.  in  Taylor  v.  Batten^ 
p.  88.  Qu.  therefore  as  to  Taylor  v.  Oliver,  U  L.  T.  902, 
where  Bacon,  V.  C.  considered  that  where  documents  (deeds 
and  other  documents  of  title)  were  protected  it  was  sufficient 
to  set  out  the  dates,  but  that  if  the  opponent  were  entitled  to 
production  he  would  also  be  entitled  to  further  identification, 
that  is  to  say  to  have  the  dates  parties  and  natures  set 
out.  In  Taylor  v.  Batten^  p.  89,  commenting  on  Fortescue 
V.  Fortescue  (see  post,  p.  490),  it  was  said  that  no  detailed 
schedule  was  necessary  showing  the  nature  of  title  deeds: 
see  further  as  to  what  description  is  necessary  of  protected 
documents,  pody  sub-sect,  (h) :  and  of  the  party's  evidence, 
post,  p.  488. 

The  early  practice  in  chancery  was  to  set  out  each  docu- 
ment in  the  schedule.  But  the  later  practice  was  to  tie  them 
up  in  bundles  or  boxes :  and  this  is  the  proper  practice  now 
(they  ought  to  be  set  out  in  bundles  and  scheduled  and 
numbered  in  such  a  way  that  the  other  party  may  ask  for 
those  which  he  wants  to  see,  specifying  them  by  their 
numbers ;  or  otherwise  earmarking  them :  see  Cotton,  L.  J. 
in  HUl  V.  HarUDavia,  26  Ch.  D.  470,  p.  472 :  Walker  v. 
Poole :  and  Price  v.  Price,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  p.  216 :  and  Corp.  of 
Bristol  V.  Car,  26  Ch.  D.  p.  681 :  but  see  Owen  v.  Wynne 
and  Betoicke  v.  Oraham^  where  qu,  whether  they  were  num- 
bered) :  Kain  v.  Farrer^  87  L.  T.  471 :  Taylor  v.  Batten^ 
p.  88 :  Christian  v.  Taylor,  11  Sim.  p.  408 :  Walker  v.  Poole, 
21  Ch.  D.  p.  836,  where  an  affidavit  setting  out  each  of  a 
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number  of  letters  (over  2,000)  was  ordered  to  be  taken  off 
the  file  as  being  an  attempt  to  make  costs :  and  see  Taylor  y. 
Keily,  W.  N.  76,  p.  138.* 

<<  Certain  docmnents  letters  and  correspondence  which  have  passed  between 
my  legal  advisers  and  myself,  &c."  was  held  clearly  insufficient:  bat  an 
addition  of  the  words  '*  numbered  60  to  76  indusive,  tied  up  in  a  bundle 
marked  A.  and  initialed  by  me ''  was  held  enough :  Taylor  v.  Batten  ;  **  I 
have  a  bundle  of  papers  marked  G.''  is  not  sufficient  identification :  Fhelpa  v. 
Olive,  4  Beay.  549,  n.  referred  to  in  Taylor  v.  Batten ,  p.  88 :  nor  '*a  bundle 
of  letters'":  NieJioll  v.  Jones,  2  H.  &  M.  p.  695:  nor  ** divers  books  of 
accounts  " :  Inman  v.  Whitley ,  4  Beav.  649 :  nor  ''  a  bundle  of  deeds  relating 
to  my  title  " :  Taylor  v.  Batten,  p.  88,  approving  Forteseue  y.  Fortescue,  34 
L.  T.  847,  cited  post,  p.  490:  but  ''three  hogsheads  sealed  up  containing 
old  papers  consisting  of  invoices  orders  for  goods  letters  &c.''  was  held  suffi- 
cient: Christian  v.  Taylor,  11  Sim.  401 :  and  see  Owen  v.  Wynne,  9  Gh.  I), 
p.  30,  where  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  enumeration  or  identifi- 
cation of  each  document,  the  documents  being  manor  records,  court  rolls, 
MSS.  &c.  but  qu,  as  to  the  identification  of  the  bimdles  being  sufficient  in 
this  case,  one  only  being  marked :  see  also  Bewicke  v.  Graham,  cited  post, 
p.  488,  where  the  documents  were  numbered. 

Where  the  affidavit  is  insuffioient  in  this  respect  a  further 
affidavit  will  be  ordered  (on  summons  to  consider  its  suffi- 
ciency, see  antCy  p.  210) :  see  for  instance  Kettlewell  v.  Bar^ 
stoWj  post,  p.  522. 

Where  the  documents  produced  do  not  correspond  with 
the  description  a  further  discovery  on  oath  will  be  ordered 
in  order  to  obtain  production  of  the  identical  documents: 
Tipping  v.  Clarke^  2  Ha.  p.  389.  But  the  court  cannot 
guard  against  fraud  by  substitution  of  other  documents  if 
they  are  similarly  marked  or  numbered :  ibid. 


*  But  where  the  opposite  party  had  already  had  a  copy  and  had  paid  19/. 
for  it,  it  was  held  by  uie  Gourt  of  Appeal  to  be  more  convenient  to  order  the 
party  who  had  made  the  affidavit  to  repay  him  17/.  the  excess  over  the  costs 
of  the  copy  of  an  affidavit  of  proper  length :  Sill  v.  Hart-Bavia,  26  Gh.  I). 
470,  although  it  was  held  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  order  prolix  or 
oppressive  documents  to  bo  taken  o£P  the  file,  for  it  is  the  court's  duty  to  see 
that  its  files  are  not  made  the  instruments  of  oppression.  (Here  4,216 
letters  were  set  out  separately  by  their  dates  and  names  of  writers  and 
recipients.) 
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(h)  As  to  the  Obligation  of  the  Party  to  describe  his  Documents 

or  otherwise  set  out  Facts  sufficiently  to  satisfy  the  Court 

that  his  Claim  to  withhold  them  from  Production  is  well 

foundedy  and  as  to  the  Credit  to  be  attached  to  his  State* 

ments. 

Any  objections  against  production  must  be  clearly  and 
distinctly  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  documents  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
1679.  Protection  must  be  claimed  in  terms  definite  and 
precise :  Smith  v.  Bequforty  1  Ha.  p.  625. 

The  statements  in  the  affidavit  or  in  any  affidavit  of  dis- 
covery must  be  accepted  as  true  unless  inconsistent  or  dis- 
credited, as  pointed  out  antCy  sub-sects,  (a),  and  (b),  dxAposty 
pp.  503 — 504.  But  in  considering  the  question  whether  a 
relevant  document  should  be  protected  from  production,  the 
onus  is  not  on  the  opponent  (as  on  a  question  of  relevancy 
when  the  opponent  must  show  by  the  party's  admission  direct 
or  indirect  that  the  document  is  relevant,  see  ante,  pp.  153, 
180),  but  the  onus  is  on  the  party  himself  to  show  that  it 
should  be  so  protected :  and  he  must  state  sufficient  facts  to 
satisfy  the  court  on  this  point ;  and  the  court  is  not  bound  to 
accept  a  -statement  which  is  an  inference  from  other  facts  not 
disclosed  but  which  ought  to  be  disclosed:  see  this  point 
further  discussed  posty  pp.  480,  489. 

An  affidavit  ought  not  ta  say  that  the  documents  are  privi- 
leged which  is  a  statement  of  law,  but  ought  to  set  out  the 
facts  to  be  verified  on  oath  in  accordance  with  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  13,  and  the  form  in  the  Appx.  to  the  Jud.  Act  (see  posty 
App.  Ch.  I.),  from  which  the  court  can  see  that  the  party's 
view  of  the  law  is  right :  Gardner  v.  /mw,  4  Ex.  D.  pp.  52, 63. 
For  instance  it  is  not  enough  to  say  that  the  documents  in  a 
schedule  are  privileged  and  the  description  in  the  schedule  of 
some  of  the  documents  is  only  "  correspondence  with  soli- 
citors ledgers  cash  books  &c."  ibid,  p.  63  :  (see  further  as 
to  this  case  posty  p.  372) :  and  see  Kain  v.  Farrer,  37  L.  T. 
470. 

Although  some  description  may  be  necessary  the  party 
need  not  give  such  a  description  as  to  enable  any  person  to 
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know  what  they  are :  Lmdley,  L.  J.,  in  Kain  v.  Ikrrer.  And 
where  privilege  is  claimed  for  letters  and  oorrespdndenoe  he 
need  not  state  the  dates  or  the  names  of  the  writers  of  the 
letters,  nor  sTioh  other  particulars  of  the  correspondence  as 
might  enable  the  other  party  to  discover  indirectly  the  con- 
tents of  the  letters  and  thus  furnish  evidence  against  himself: 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Gardner  v.  /rrtVi,  p.  53 :  and  see  ante  (g)  as  to 
what  description  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  identification. 

A  statement  to  the  effect  that  professional  communications 
are  confidential  cannot  be  questioned  by  the  other  party : 
Undencood  v.  Secretary  of  State  for  India^  35  L.  J.  Ch. 
p.  540 :  12  Jur.  N.  S.  321,  where  it  was  attempted  to  show 
that  cases  and  opinions  sworn  to  have  been  taken  for  the 
party's  guidance  in  contemplation  of  litigation  had  been 
circulated  amongst  a  certain  class  of  persons  and  were  there- 
fore not  confidential :  see  as  to  this  case  in  connection  with 
professional  privilege  post^  p.  378. 

The  party's  description  of  a  document  is  accepted  as  ao- 
curate  in  point  of  appellation :  soeposty  p.  490 :  but  as  to  his 
statement  of  its  effect  see  posty  pp.  479,  482,  489 ;  see  also 
ante,  p.  216. 

See  as  to  what  description  is  necessary  in  respect  of  the 
party's  evidence j90«^,  p.  488. 

See  as  to  what  description  is  necessary  in  the  case  of  docu- 
ments for  which  protection  is  claimed  as  not  relating  to  some 
particular  matter  in  question  ante,  p.  186. 

By  consenting  to  produce  some  of  the  documents  for  which 
the  party  has  claimed  privilege  he  does  not  waive  the  privilege 
as  to  the  others  :  Lyeli  v.  Kennedy  (cited  j)<?5^,  p.  392) :  though 
it  may  be  otherwise  where  part  of  a  conversation  is  given  and 
protection  claimed  for  the  remainder :  ibid. 


(i)  As  to  the  Practice  where  a  Party  has  insufficiently  claimed 

Protection. 

On  a  motion  for  production  of  documents  disclosed  in  the 
affidavit  of  documents  and  for  which  the  party  has  insuffi- 
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ciently  olaimed  protection  he  is  as  a  rule  (see  an  exceptional 
case,  Boyd*^.  JPetrie,  17  W.  E.  903,  cited  pasty  p.  494,  where 
on  account  of  delay  leave  to  file  a  further  affidavit  was  re- 
fused) allowed  to  file  further  affidavits  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  they  ought  to  be  protected :  see  Taylor  y.  Batten^ 
4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  88 :  Corj).  of  Hastings  v.  Imlly  L.  R.  8  Oh. 
p.  1021:  Talbot  v.  Marshfield^  L.  R.  1  Eq.  pp,  7 — 8:  and  see 
Lyell  V.  Kennedy y  8  App.  Cas.  p.  229,  where,  one  of  the  docu- 
ments by  its  description  not  bearing  out  the  claim  for  privi- 
lege, a  further  affidavit  was  allowed  in  order  to  remove  the 
difficulty  :  Biilman  v.  Toungj  31  W.  R.  766  :  and  Roberts  v. 
Oppenheiniy  26  Ch.  D.  p.  733.  See  also  McCorqvx>dale  v.  Bell 
{pasty  p.  414),  where  the  valid  ground  for  protection  was  put 
forward  in  an  affidavit  filed  on  the  motion  for  production. 

In  Corp,  of  Hoitinga  v.  Ivall  the  plaintiffs  had  olaimed  protection  ia  a 
further  sdB&davit  for  documents  as  CTidencing  their  own  title  and  not  sup- 
porting  the  defendant's  title.  Some  of  these  documents  had  been  iaduded 
in  a  former  affidavit  and  had  been  ordered  to  be  produced,  and  on  such  pro- 
duction were  found  to  contaiu  matter  which  might  assist  the  defendant : 
Malins,  V.  C.  on  this  g^round  ordered  production  of  the  other  documents : 
the  Court  of  Appeal  considering  there  was  a  blund^  ordered  a  further  affi- 
davit in  lieu  of  production. 

In  chancery,  before  the  practice  of  ordering  an  affidavit  of  documents  was 
introduced  by  the  Chancery  Procedure  Act,  on  motion  for  production  of 
documents  adnutted  in  the  answer  the  defendant  would  always  be  tdlowed  to 
use  affidavits  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  documents  for  which  protection 
was  not  claimed  or  insufficiently  claimed  in  the  answer :  .Llewellyn  v.  Bad- 
deley,  1  Ha.  p.  530 :  Smith  v.  Massie^  4  Beav.  417 :  Parsons  v.  Robertson, 
2  Keen,  605 :  BUnhinsop  v.  Blenkinsop,  10  Beav.  143 :  Talbot  v.  Marshfieldy 
li.  R.  1  Eq,  pp.  7 — 8:  (and  so  now  Bulman  v.  Young ,  31  W.  R.  766):  but  at 
the  party's  own  costs :  ibid,  :  Smith  v.  Massie :  nor  would  any  affidavit  in 
answer  be  admitted:  see  Blenkinsop  v.  Blenkinsop  (see  however  this  case, 
post,  p.  425) :  and  leave  would  also  if  necessary  be  given  to  file  further  affi- 
davits for  the  purpose :  Llewellyn  v.  Baddeley,  p.  531 :  Fenrttddock  v.  JTam- 
numd,  11  Beav.  59  :  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  1  Ha.  p.  525  :  Goodall  v.  Little,  1  Sim. 
N.  S.  p.  164:  Hughes  v.  Biddulph,  1  Phil.  471. 

In  fact  although  technically  the  proper  way  of  raising  the 
question  may  be  for  the  adversary  to  take  out  a  summons  for 
production  of  the  documents  in  question :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1679 : 
Nicholl  V.  JoneSy  2  H.  &  M.  p.  594  :  yet  he  may  if  he  chose  take 
out  a  summons  for  a  further  affidavit:  Gardner  v.  Irviny  4 
Ex.  D.  p.  63  ;  as  was  the  chancery  practice :  Nicholl  y,  Jones, 

If  an  affidavit  claiming  protection  for  documents  some 
privileged  and  others  not  privileged  does  not  sufficiently 
show  which  are  entitled  to  protection  the  court  will  either 
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order  production  of  all,  or,  as  under  ordinary  circumstances 
would  be  the  proper  course,  allow  the  party  an  opportunity 
of  making  a  further  affidavit  to  identify  the  documents 
entitled  to  protection:  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Taylor  v.  Batten^ 
p.  88 :  and  see  lindley,  J.  Kain  v.  Farrer^  37  L.  T.  p.  471. 

Where  at  the  desire  of  the  parties  and  with  a  view  of 
avoiding  the  delay  and  expense  which  might  be  occasioned 
by  allowing  the  matter  to  stand  over  for  production  of  a 
further  affidavit  the  judge  has  taken  upon  himself  the  trouble 
and  responsibility  of  looking  into  the  documents  and  deciding 
whether  they  ought  to  be  produced,  it  is  not  competent  for 
either  party  afterwards  to  question  the  decision  of  the  judge 
in  a  court  of  appeal :  Bustros  v.  White j  1  Q.  B.  D.  p.  427 :  and 
see  section  49  of  the  Judicature  Act,  1873.  A  master  is  not 
a  judge  within  the  meaning  of  this  section  and  therefore  a 
master's  order  is  appealable :  Foster  v.  Edwards^  48  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  767. 

In  the  Admiralty  and  Divorce  Courts  the  judge  seems 
frequently  to  have  inspected  the  docimients  himself :  see 
Macgregor  v.  Laird,  L.  E.  1  A.  &  E.  307:  Winscom  v.  Wins^ 
com.  Pollard  v,  Pollardy  3  S.  &  T.  383,  613. 

In  chancery  there  have  been  cases  where  the  judge  has 
inspeoted  sealed  up  portions  of  documents  in  order  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  adversary  should  see  them:  see  jt>o«^,  p.  235. 


(k)  As  to  sealing  up  or  concealing  Parts  of  Documents. 

(1)  The  Principle, 

Where  one  part  of  a  document  is  relevant  and  another  part 
irrelevant  (or  only  consequentially  relevant  or  irrelevant  to 
a  particular  matter  in  question)  or  where  protection  can  be 
claimed  for  one  part  and  not  for  another  part,  the  part  which 
is  irrelevant  or  consequentially  relevant  or  can  be  protected 
may  as  a  rule  be  sealed  up  and  so  concealed  from  inspection 
on  the  party's  oath  as  to  its  nature,  under  the  same  conditions 
as  if  the  part  so  concealed  constituted  a  separate  document. 
See  an  exception  Pickering  v.  Bo,  post,  p.  236,  where  the 
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adversary  had  an  interest  of  the  nature  of  property  in  the 
document. 

The  mere  fact  however  that  any  part  of  a  generally  rele- 
vant document  is  irrelevant  does  not  necessarily  entitle  the 
party  to  conceal  that  part.  In  every  document  there  may  be 
much  which  is  not  strictly  relevant  but  the  party  is  not  there- 
fore entitled  to  cover  up  such  part  unless  there  is  some  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  compelled  to  produce  it  for  inspection : 
nor  is  the  court  under  any  obligation  to  read  through  docu- 
ments to  ascertain  the  relevancy  of  any  part  of  them :  iw«- 
comhe  v.  Steer ^  37  L.  J.  Ch.  pp.  120,  121 :  but  see  Caton  v. 
Lewis  and  Lafone  v.  Falkhnd  Islands  Co.  post.  In  Luscombe 
V.  Steer  the  document  in  question  was  an  agreement  two 
clauses  of  which  the  defendant  set  out  but  objected  to  pro- 
duce the  rest  for  inspection  as  being  irrelevant.  Stuart,  V.  0. 
was  of  opinion  that  the  docimient  was  clearly  relevant  and 
that  the  two  clauses  set  out  depended  on  and  were  not  in- 
telligible without  other  parts  of  the  document,  and  therefore 
the  whole  document  must  be  produced. 

Subject  to  these  considerations  the  party's  oath  in  respect 
of  the  concealed  portions  has  the  same  validity  as  in  respect 
of  documents  omitted  from  the  affidavit  or  withheld  from 
production  (see  as  to  statements  of  irrelevancy  ante^  pp.  180, 
212).  In  Sheffield,  ^c.  Canal  Co.  v.  Sheffield,  8fc.  R.  Co.  1 
Phil.  484,  on  a  motion  for  production  (for  the  purpose  of  an 
appeal)  of  a  book  unsealed,  part  of  which  had  been  sealed  up, 
supported  by  an  affidavit  showing  that  a  resolution  had  been 
passed  which  ought  to  have  been  entered  in  it  and  must  have 
been  in  the  part  sealed  up,  no  affidavit  in  answer  being  filed, 
Lord  Cottenham  was  unable  to  see  how  consistently  with  the 
practice  he  could  make  the  order.  In  Purcell  v.  Macnamaraj 
referred  to  in  Wigr.  pi.  319,  a  book  having  been  produced  with 
certain  pages  sealed  up  as  irrelevant,  in  the  index  at  the  end 
was  contained  a  reference  to  a  page  in  the  sealed  up  parts 
which  showed  if  the  index  were  correct  that  the  page  referred 
to  was  relevant.  Lord  Eldon  refused  to  allow  the  seals  to  be 
broken,  on  the  ground  that  the  answer  concluded  the  ques- 
tion.    This  decision  however  seems  very  close  to  the  border 
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line.  In  Botces  v.  Femw,  3  M.  &  C.  632,  a  party  having 
liberty  to  seal  up  parts  of  books  not  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question  had  sealed  up  the  whole  of  the  indexes  including 
the  references  to  the  parts  left  open,  but  subsequently  un- 
covered them  and  also  other  parts  originally  sealed  up,  and 
sealed  up  (as  he  explained  by  mistake)  parts  originally  open : 
Shadwell,  V.  C.  ordered  that  the  master  should  open  and 
inspect  all  the  books  and  report  what  parts  ought  not  to  be 
inspected  and  fasten  up  such  parts  only :  Lord  Cottenham, 
pp.  637 — 638,  held  that  such  an  order  could  not  be  sustained 
and  that  the  utmost  which  he  could  do  would  be  to  order  in- 
spection of  particular  books  or  accounts  as  to  which  there  were 
any  contradictory  statements  in  his  affidavits  or  as  to  which 
the  documents  themselves  showed  a  discrepancy  in  the  state- 
ments.    See  also  ante^  p.  219,  citing  this  case. 

In  some  cases  the  judge  has  ordered  the  parts  to  be  un- 
fastened in  order  that  he  might  inspect  them  himself :  see 
La/one  v.  Falkland  Islands  Co.  27  L.  J.  Ch.  26,  where  the 
statements  claiming  privilege  for  the  sealed  up  portions 
were  unsatisfactory :  Caton  v.  Lewis,  1  W.  E.  118,  where  the 
judge  considered  on  inspection  that  passages  in  letters  sealed 
up  as  irrelevant  might  possibly  have  reference  to  the  questions 
at  issue  and  allowed  inspection  by  the  adversary. 

The  following  cases  are  instances  of  sealing  up  : — 

Parts  of  deeds  not  relating  to  the  parcels  :  see  the  cases  cited  posij  p.  608  ; 
or  to  the  adversary's  interest :  Chichester  y.  Dimegal^  L.  R.  5  Gh.  p.  499  n. : 
parts  of  pedigrees  evidencing  or  relating  exclusively  to  the  party's  own  title 
or  altogether  irrelevant :  KettletceU  y.  Baratotv,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  686  (cited  post, 
p.  522) :  not  parts  of  court  rolls  as  against  a  freehold  tenant :  Warriek  v. 
Queen* 8  Coll.  Li.  R.  3  Eq.  683  :  parts  of  books  letters  and  other  documents  in 
trade  mark  actions :  Carver  v.  Pinto  leite,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  90,  and  other  cases 
cited  postf  p.  553  :  parts  of  ledgers  or  business  books :  Gerard  y.  Fentwieky 
1  Sw.  533  :  and  Clarke  y.  Bull,  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  851 :  money  items  therein : 
Mansell  v.  Feeney,  2  J.  &  H.  320 :  parts  of  letters :  Campbell  v.  French,  1  Anst. 
58 :  parts  of  books  containing  entries  of  priyileged  matter :  Wilton  y.  North- 
ampton ^.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  14  Eq.  477  :  parts  of  an  indorsement  on  a  brief  and 
of  shorthand  notes  as  being  privileged:  and  see  Ayres  v.  Levy,  19  L.  T.  8, 
post,  p.  237 :  part  of  a  map  as  irrelevant :  Fazakerley  v.  Gillibrand,  8  L.  J. 
Ch.  237:  inspection  of  documents  limited  to  entries  relating  to  spedfled 
matters  on  affidavit  that  they  are  the  only  entries  so  relating :  Firkins  t. 
Lowe,  13  Pri.  pp.  206—207. 

In  some  cases  irrelevant  and  relevant  matters  or  matters 


236  BK.  I.  CHAP.  V.  SECT.  X.  (k)  (1). 

capable  of  protection  and  matters  not  so  capable  may  be 
so  mixed  up  as  to  be  practically  incapable  of  separation. 

Where  an  executor  who  is  bound  to  keep  separate  and  distinct  accounts 
of  the  estate  mixes  up  these  accounts  with  his  private  or  partnership  accounts : 
Freeman  v.  FairlUf  3  Mer.  pp.  43 — 44  :  or  a  steward  mixes  up  his  employer's 
money  with  his  own  in  his  banker's  books :  Salisbury  y.  Cecil,  1  Cox,  279  : 
or  a  partner  enters  partnership  accounts  in  his  own  priyate  books  or  diaries 
and  mixes  them  up  with  his  own  private  affairs :  Carew  y.  White,  5  Beav. 
172:  he  must  suffer  the  inconvenience  of  having  done  so  and  will  only  be 
allowed  to  conceal  such  parts  if  any  as  he  can  separate  from  the  rest  as  being 
absolutely  irrelevant.    See  also  Pickering  v.  Pickering,  post. 

Where  privileged  and  unprivileged  matter  is  mixed  up  in  a  document  the 
court  will  lean  towards  protecting  the  whole :  see  Churton  v.  Frewen,  2  Dr. 
&  Sm.  pp.  393—394  :  and  Lodge  v.  Pritchard,  4  B.  G.  &  Sm.  687  (deposition 
of  witness)  and  Boepost,  p.  394. 

Where  the  party  seeking  discovery  has  an  interest  of  the 
nature  of  property  (see  j90«^,  Ch.  VII.),  in  certain  documents, 
it  is  not  necessarily  sufficient  in  order  to  entitle  the  other 
party  to  seal  up  certain  portions  of  the  documents  for  him 
merely  to  swear  that  they  do  not  relate  to  the  matters  in 
question,  as  in  the  ordinary  case ;  but  he  may  be  ordered  to 
state  to  what  matters  the  portions  for  which  he  daims  pro- 
tection do  relate  in  order  that  the  court  may  be  able  to  see  for 
itself  that  they  are  not  relevant.  Where  residuary  legatees 
had  obtained  an  administration  decree  against  the  executors 
and  also  an  order  for  partnership  accounts  between  the 
testator  and  J.  T.  one  of  the  executors,  the  court  refused  to 
order  a  further  affidavit  of  the  partnership  documents  with 
liberty  to  seal  up  in  the  ordinary  form  but  limited  the  liberty 
of  sealing  up  to  portions  relating  to  three  matters  particularly 
mentioned  which  were  not  partnership  matters,  for  the  fact 
that  the  letters  and  entries  which  he  desired  to  seal  up  were 
in  the  partnership  books  raised  a  prima  facie  presumption 
that  they  related  to  partnership  matters,  and  it  should  not  be 
left  to  him  to  decide  whether  or  not  they  so  related,  for 
instance  letters  to  his  solicitors,  bankers,  private  friends,  &c. : 
and  the  partnership  books  were  not  solely  his  books,  the 
plaintiffs  having  an  interest  in  them,  and  being  in  fact  his 
cestui  que  trusts:  Pickering  v.  Pickering^  25  Oh.  D.  347. 
(Note  in  this  case  that  the  report  states  he  was  cross-examined 
on  his  affidavit  of  documents  :  see  ante^  p.  211.) 
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(2)  The  Practice. 

If  a  party  desires  to  oonoeal  any  parts  of  his  documents 
from  inspection  he  must  apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to  seal 
them  up. 

The  whole  of  a  document  the  subject  of  an  order  for  pro- 
duction (see  ant  By  p.  192)  must  be  produced  in  its  integrity : 
the  party  has  no  right  to  mutilate  or  remove  any  part  of  it : 
the  responsibility  of  sealing  up  rests  with  the  court :  Ayrea  v. 
Lei>yy  19  L.  T.  8,  where  a  party  had  torn  out  letters  which  he 
said  were  privileged :  and  the  party  is  technically  liable  to 
attachment  for  breach  of  the  order  for  production  in  such  a 
case,  though  the  court  would  as  a  rule  allow  him  to  file  an 
affidavit  to  protect  the  parts  so  withheld  from  inspection :  see 
Jones  V.  Poweli,  1  Sw.  p.  535  n. 

The  order  for  production,  whether  the  common  order  for 
the  affidavit  (in  chancery,  see  ante^  p.  154)  or  a  special  order, 
will  on  the  party's  application  be  qualified  so  as  to  allow  him 
to  seal  up  either  specified  parts  of  his  documents  or  such  parts 
as  he  may  by  affidavit  state  to  be  irrelevant  or  privileged : 
see  Dan.  Ch,  Pr.  1681 :  Dan.  Oh.  F.  (1879  edit.)  1732, 
1733 :  Seton,  pp.  134,  136 :  Smith,  Ch.  Pr.  939—940 :  and 
the  cases  ante,  p.  235 :  and  see  Pickering  v.  Pickering^  ante^ 
p.  236.  Or  the  right  to  seal  up  may  be  claimed  in  the  affi- 
davit of  documents  though  the  order  have  not  been  qualified: 
see  Smith,  Ch.  Pr.  940 :  Blox.  46.  In  case  of  omission  to  get 
the  order  qualified  leave  to  seal  up  will  always  be  granted  on 
an  application  for  that  purpose  at  any  time.  According  to 
the  chancery  practice  where  the  omission  had  been  in  applying 
to  have  the  order  for  the  affidavit  of  documents  so  qualified, 
the  costs  of  such  an  application  were  costs  in  the  cause,  for 
the  party  could  not  at  the  time  of  making  the  order  know 
the  particulars  of  his  documents  sufficiently  to  say  whether 
such  a  qualification  was  necessary :  but  otherwise  where  the 
order  was  for  production  of  documents  admitted  in  the  answer, 
for  he  must  of  necessity  know,  when  the  order  was  applied 
for,  what  his  documents  were  and  whether  the  qualification 
was  necessary :  Talbot  v.  Marshfieldj  L.  R.  1  Eq.  pp.  7 — 8, 
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No  affidavit  was  necessary  on  the  application :  Curd  v.  Curdy 
1  Ha.  274  :  on  app.  6  Jur.  307. 

Where  liberty  to  seal  up  has  been  obtained  in  the  ordinary 
form  (see  ante)  the  terms  of  the  order  must  be  complied  with : 
where  therefore  the  party  concealed  from  inspection  parts  of 
documents  which  he  had  omitted  to  seal  up,  this  was  a  breach 
of  the  order  for  production :  Colman  v.  West  Sartlepool,  8fc. 
Co.  5  L.  T.  266. 

Leave  has  been  given  to  seal  up  open  and  reseal  business 
books  in  use  as  occasion  might  require :  Meriena  v.  Haigh^ 
Johns,  p.  739, 


XI.  As  to  the  Obligation  of  the  Inspecting  Party  not  t'O  divulge 
the  Contents  of  the  Documents  to  other  Persons. 

A  party  who  has  obtained  access  to  his  adversary's  docu- 
ments under  an  order  for  production  has  no  right  to  make 
their  contents  public  or  communicate  them  to  any  stranger  to 
tiie  suit :  Williams  v.  Prince  of  Wales,  8fc.  Co.  23  Beav.  336, 
p.  338 :  nor  to  use  them  or  copies  of  them  for  any  collateral 
object :  Richardson  v.  Hastings,  7  Beav.  354 :  Hopkinson  v. 
Burghley,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  447 :  and  so  shareholders  inspecting 
the  company's  books  under  an  order  have  no  right  to  dividge 
the  information  so  acquired :  see  Re  Joint  Stock  Discount  Co, 
15  W.  E.  99.  If  necessary  an  undertaking  to  that  effect 
will  be  made  a  condition  of  granting  an  order:  see  the 
form  in  Seton,  p.  139.  In  Richardson  v.  Hastings,  where  it 
was  said  that  the  plaintiff's  object  was  to  assist  him  in  other 
actions  against  the  defendants,  the  undertaking  seems  to  have 
been  so  limited :  in  Hopkinson  v.  Burghky  (the  documents 
being  private  and  confidential  letters,  see  ante,  p.  206),  it  is 
not  clear  whether  it  was  limited  or  general.  In  Williams  v. 
Prifwe  of  Wales,  8fc.  Co.  the  plaintiff  was  a  shareholder,  and 
it  was  said  that  he  would  use  the  company's  documents  in 
order  to  publish  prejudicial  statements  concerning  the  com- 
pany: the  undertaking  seems  to  have  been  in  the  above 
general  form.     In    Tagg  v.  South  Devon  Railway  Co.  12 
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Beav.  151,  Lord  Laugdole  refused  to  insist  upon  any  such 
undertaking,  conceiving  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  it 
although  an  action  at  law  was  pending  on  the  same  matter. 
Injunctions  for  this  purpose  have  been  granted  :  Williams  v. 
Prince  of  Wales,  23  Beav.  p.  338. 

The  principle  however  is  not  that  the  party  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  divulge  them  for  any  other  purpose  even  if  the  court 
should  in  any  case  so  think  fit,  but  that  they  cannot  be  used 
except  under  the  authority  of  the  court :  Reynolds  v.  Oodleey 
4  K.  &  J.  88,  pp.  91 — 92.  It  would  be  very  inconvenient  if 
such  an  authority  in  the  court  did  not  exist,  so  as  for  instance 
to  enable  evidence  obtained  in  this  way  to  be  used  in  any 
subsequent  suit:  see  ibid.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  production  from  H.  one  of  the  defendants  of  a 
document  (an  opinion  of  counsel  taken  by  a  person  through 
whom  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  claimed)  to  which  he  had 
referred  in  his  bill  as  part  of  his  case  against  H.  The  other 
defendant  G.  moved  for  production  of  a  copy  which  the 
plaintiff  had  made  of  that  document.  Lord  Hatherley 
directed  the  motion  to  stand  over  for  G.  to  be  served.  The 
document  was  ultimately  protected  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  himself  was  entitled  to  claim  professional  privilege 
for  it:  see ^08^,  p.  387.  Qu.  whether  the  court  should  apply 
this  principle  so  as  to  allow  a  defendant  to  inspect  copies 
made  by  the  plaintiff  of  documents  in  a  co-defendant's  pos- 
session of  which  he  (the  plaintiff)  has  obtained  inspection,  as 
suggested  by  Lord  Hatherley  in  this  case,  for  a  defendant 
would  so  indirectly  obtain  production  from  a  co-defendant. 
See  further  as  to  this  case  in  connection  with  the  subject  of 
documents  obtained  in  confidence  and  for  a  limited  purpose 
aniCy  p.  206,  and  see  generally  as  to  the  distinction  between 
a  voluntary  disclosure  out  of  court  and  disclosure  by  way  of 
discovery  under  the  compnlsion  or  sanction  of  the  court  post^ 
p.  302,  and  ante,  p.  206. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

DOCUMENTS   REFERRED  TO  IN  THE   PLEADINGS   OR  AFFIDAVITS 

(other  than  the  affidavit  of  documents,  see  post, 
p.  242.) 

The  practice  as  to  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  or 
affidavits  (qu.  as  to  the  affidavit  of  documents,  Boeposty  p.  243) 
is  now  to  some  extent  regulated  by  Eules  15,  16,  17,  and  the 
first  part  of  Eule  18.  But  it  does  not  seem  possible  to  dis- 
pense with  a  consideration  of  the  old  practice  in  equity  and  at 
common  law  in  this  respect:  see  therefore,  j9o«^,  Sections  II. 
and  m. 

I.  The  present  Practice. 

Eules  15  to  18  are  as  follows : — 

Rule  15  (old  rule  14).  Every  party  to  a  cause  or  matter 
shall  be  entitled,  at  any  time  (a),  by  notice  in  writing,  to  give 
notice  to  any  other  party  (see  antey  p.  58),  in  whose  plead- 
ings (b)  or  affidavits  (b)  reference  (c)  is  made  to  any  docu- 
ment, to  produce  such  document  for  the  inspection  of  the 
party  giving  such  notice,  or  of  his  solicitor  (see  ant^y  p.  177), 
and  to  permit  him  or  them  to  take  copies  (see  antej  p.  174) 
thereof;  and  {aeepoat,  p.  244)  any  party  not  complying  with 
such  notice  shall  not  (d)  afterwards  be  at  liberty  to  put  any 
such  document  in  evidence  on  his  behalf  in  such  cause  or 
matter,  unless  he  shall  satisfy  the  court  or  a  judge  that  such 
document  relates  only  to  his  own  title,  he  being  a  defendant 
(f )  to  the  cause  or  matter,  or  that  he  had  some  other  cause  or 
excuse  which  the  court  or  judge  shall  deem  sufficient  for  not 
complying  with  such  notice :  in  (d)  which  case  the  court  or 
judge  may  allow  the  same  to  be  put  in  evidence  on  such  terms 
as  to  costs  and  otherwise  as  the  court  or  judge  shall  think  fit. 

Rule  16.  Notice  (e)  to  any  party  to  produce  any  docu- 
ments referred  to  in  his  pleading  or  affidavits  (b)  shall  be  in 
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the  Form  No.  9  in  the  Appendix  B  (see  post^  p.  243)  with  (e) 
Buoh  variations  as  ciroumstanoes  may  require. 

Bule  17.  The  party  to  whom  such  notice  is  given  shall 
(e)  within  two  days  from  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  if  all  the 
ducuments  therein  referred  to  have  been  set  forth  by  him  in 
such  affidavit  (b)  as  is  mentioned  in  rule  113,  or  if  any  of  the 
documents  referred  to  in  such  notice  have  not  been  set  forth 
by  him  in  any  such  affidavit  (b),  then  within  four  days  from 
the  receipt  of  such  notice,  deliver  to  the  party  giving  the  same 
a  notice  stating  a  time  within  three  days  from  the  delivery 
thereof  at  which  the  documents,  or  such  of  them  as  he  does 
not  object  to  produce,  may  be  inspected  at  (see  antey  p.  165) 
the  office  of  his  solicitor,  or  in  the  case  of  bankers'  books  or 
other  books  of  account,  or  books  in  constant  use  for  the  pur- 
poses of  any  trade  or  business  at  (see  antCy  p.  170)  their  usual 
place  of  custody,  and  stating  which,  if  any,  of  the  documents 
he  objects  to  produce,  and  on  what  ground.  Such  notice  shall 
("  may  "  in  the  old  rule)  be  in  the  Form  No.  10  in  Appendix  B. 
(see  post^  p.  243),  with  such  variations  as  circumstances  may 
require. 

Eule  18.*  If  the  party  served  with  notice  under  rule  17 
omits  to  give  such  notice  of  a  time  for  inspection  or  objects  to 
give  inspection,  or  offers  inspection  elsewhere  (see  ante,  p.  170) 
than  at  the  office  of  his  solicitor,  the  judge  may  (see  post^ 
p.  244,  n.),  on  the  application  of  the  party  desiring  it,  make  an 
order  for  inspection  in  such  place  and  in  such  manner  as  he 
may  think  fit :  and  (this  part  of  the  rule  is  considered  antCj 
p.  154)  except  in  the  case  of  documents  referred  to  in  the 
pleadings  or  affidavits  (b)  of  the  party  against  whom  the  ap- 
plication is  made  or  disclosed  in  his  affidavit  of  documents  (b), 
such  application  shall  be  founded  upon  an  affidavit  showing 
of  what  documents  inspection  is  sought,  that  the  party  apply- 
ing is  entitled  to  inspect  them,  and  that  they  are  in  the  pos- 
session or  power  of  the  other  party. 

(a)  The  words  in  the  old  rule  were  *'  at  any  time  before  or  at  the  hearing 
thereof."  See  as  to  applications  at  an  early  stage  Quilter  t.  HeatUy,  post, 
p.  244. 


*  In  place  of  this  role  were  two  old  roles  17  and  18.  Rule  17 :  "If  the 
party  served  with  notice  under  rule  15  omits  to  give  notice  of  a  time  for 
mspection  or  objects  to  g^ive  inspection,  the  party  desiring  it  may  apply  to  a 
judge  for  an  order  for  inspection."  Rule  18:  **  Every  application  for  an 
order  for  inspection  of  documents  shall  be  to  a  judge  (see  post,  p.  606),  and 
except  in  the  case,  etc.  ..." 

D.  R 
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See 


As  to  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings,  see  pattf  p.  244. 
)e  the  definition  of  ''pleadings"  in  section  100  of  the  Jud.  Act,  po*if 
p.  572. 

Fartionlars  are  pleadings  for  the  purpose  of  this  rule :  Cass  v.  Fitzfferaldf 
W.  N.  84,  p.  18. 

Qu.  whether  the  indorsement  on  a  writ  is  not  a  pleading :  see  Ord.  XX. 
r.  1 :  though  under  the  old  rules  it  was  not  a  pleading  so  as  to  be  made  the 
sulnect  of  admission :    Wallis  v.  Jackson^  "W.  N.  84,  p.  40. 

As  to  whether  << affidavits"  includes  the  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments or  any  affidavit  of  discovery.  In  the  common  law  division 
'*  affidavits*'  has  been  interpreted  to  include  the  affidavit  of  documents, 
the  machinery  of  this  and  the  following  rules  being  used  to  obtain  inspec- 
tion of  documents  disclosed  in  the  afEidavit  of  documents,  the  order  for 
the  affidavit  not  directing  production  as  in  the  Chancery  Division,  see 
anUy  p.  164.  Had  it  not  been  for  this  practice  it  might  have  been  doubtful 
whether  it  was  the  intention  to  include  it.  In  the  first  place  in  rule  18 
the  phrase  '*  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  or  affidavits  ...  or 
disclosed  in  his  affidavit  of  documents"  is  used,  thus  distinguishing  be- 
tween the  two  cases.  In  the  second  place,  if  ''affidavits"  is  to  include 
the  affidavit  of  documents,  by  the  latter  part  of  rule  15  the  plaintiff  is 
primd  facie  at  least  put  under  an  obligation  to  produce  all  his  documentary 
evidence,  that  is  to  say,  in  default  of  doing  so  he  becomes  subject  to  the 
penalty  of  being  unable  to  use  them  in  evidence :  see  Roberts  v.  Oppenheim, 
26  Ch.  D.  724,  per  C.  A.  affirming  Kay,  J. :  see  post,  pp.  243—245  :  Smith 
V.  HarriSy  48  L.  T.  p.  870 :  and  Mayor  and  Corp.  of  Bristol  v.  Cox,  26  Ch.  D. 
p.  685  (opinion  set  out  in  claim) :  and  post,  p.  244.  The  judgments  of  the 
C.  A.  in  Quitter  v.  Heatley,  23  Ch.  D.  42,  pp.  49 — 51  fand  see  this  case  further 
cited  ^o«^,  p.  244,  and  see  also  Roberts  v.  Oppenheim)  certainly  seem  to  treat 
these  rules  as  not  applying  to  documents  which  are  only  scheduled  in  the 
affidavit  of  documents.  Nor  is  rule  17  necessarily  inconsistent  with  this 
view :  the  case  there  contemplated  might  be  the  case  where  the  document  is 
set  forth  in  the  affidavit  of  documents  as  well  as  referred  to  in  a  pleading  or 
affidavit.  Qu.  whether  on  principle  such  a  penalty  should  attach  to  any 
documents  referred  to  in  an  affidavit  in  answer  to  interrogatories,  and  whether 
it  should  not  be  confined  to  voluntary  affidavits,  and  not  extend  to  compul- 
sory affidavits  of  discoveiy. 

See  as  to  documents  referred  in  an  affidavit  (not  of  discovery]  in  a  matter : 
Re  The  Credit  Co.,  11  Ch.  D.  256,  post,  p.  292. 

Jc)  The  documents  need  not  be  identified  or  particularly  described :  it  is 
Kcient  if  they  are  refeired  to  generally :  Smith  v.  Harris,  48  L.  T.  868 : 
and  see  Re  The  Credit  Co,  11  Ch.  D.  256.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  claim 
alleged  that  he  had  used  the  word  **  Glenlivet "  on  his  invoices  letters  and 
bill  heads  and  branded  the  same  on  his  casks,  an  order  was  made  for 
production  of  all  the  invoices  letters  and  bill  heads  referred  to  in  the  claim 
which  had  "  Glenlivet "  branded  on  them :  Smith  v.  Harris.  Production  of 
the  casks  could  not  be  ordered,  for  they  were  not  documents,  nor  could 
an  order  be  made  that  they  should  be  rolled  into  court :  ibid. ;  but  see  as  to 
inspection  of  articles  and  particularly  in  actions  for  infringement  of  patents, 
post,  Book  III.  Chap.  VI. 

Where  entries  in  a  book  are  referred  to,  the  inspection  will  be  limited  to 
the  particular  entries  :  see  Quitter  v.  HeaUey,  post,  p.  245. 

T^ere  letters  are  referred  to,  production  cannot  be  ordered  of  copies 
which  he  may  very  probably  have  in  his  possession  but  which  he  has  not 
referred  to :  ibid.  p.  49. 

(d)  The  words  **in  which"  to  the  end  of  the  rule  were  not  in  the  old 
rule  14. 

Even  under  the  nde  as  it  then  stood  it  was  considered  that  the  judge 
might  legitimately  in  some  cases  admit  the  document  in  evidence.  In 
Webster  v.  Whewall,  15  Ch.  D.  120,  the  plaintiff  having  referred  to  a  title 
deed  in  his  claim,  the  defendant  gave  notice  under  rule  14  to  inspect  it :  the 
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243.     After  note  (f). 

The  mere  referenoe  to  a  doonment  in  a  party's  pleadings 
or  affidavits  does  not  it  is  obvious  ex  necessitate  rei  involve  an 
admission  of  relevancy.  Where  therefore  application  is  made 
for  an  order  for  inspection  of  a  docoment  the  reference  to 
which  involves  no  such  admission,  it  is  conceived  that  the 
applicant  on  the  one  hand  may  file  an  affidavit  alleging 
relevancy,  and  the  adversary  on  the  other  hand  may  file  an 
affidavit  denying  relevancy,  and  that  such  last-mentioned 
affidavit  is  conclusive  imless  the  court  is  reasonably  satisfied 
of  its  untruth,  as  ante^  p.  181. 

In  Central  Netos  v.  Eastern  Tekgraph  Co.j  28  S.  J.  390, 
defendants,  being  asked  when  certain  telegrams  were  received, 
answered  that  they  were  received  at  times  prior  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' message,  and  were  therefore  not  material:  inspection 
was  refused,  for  the  court  did  not  see  how  they  could  be 
material,  and  they  were  not  included  in  the  affidavit  of 
documents. 

As  regards  the  latter  part  of  rule  18,  which  is  considered 
antCy  pp.  154,  155,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  "  such  appli- 
cation" must  be  read  as  "  an  application  for  inspection." 


Roberts  v.  Oppenheim,  post :  the  following  points  seem  to  be 
established  thereby : — 

(1)  Whether  "  affidavits"  in  rule  15  includes  the  affidavit 
of  documents  or  not  (see  ante,  p.  242),  there  is  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  an  application  for  production  of  documents 
disclosed  in  the  affidavit  of  documents  and  an  application 
for  documents  referred  to  in  (voluntary  affidavits  or,  see 
ante,  p.  242)  the  pleadings. 

(2)  That  there  is  a  special  obligation  on  a  party  to  produce 
documents  referred  to  in  his  pleadings  (this  is  in  accordance 
with  the  old  common  law  practice,  see  post,  p.  263 ;  but  in 
opposition  to  the  old  chancery  practice,  see  post,  p.  246). 

r2 
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(3)  That  a  defendant  is  as  a  rule  entitled  to  see  docu- 
ments referred  to  in  the  statement  of  claim  before  putting 
in  his  defence. 

(4)  That  the  rule  does  not  take  away  any  right  which 
apart  from  this  rule  he  would  have  to  protect  the  docu- 
ment from  inspection,  and  that  in  such  a  case  he  will  not 
be  compelled  to  produce  it  but  he  will  become  subject  to  the 
penalty  of  not  being  at  liberty  to  put  it  in  evidence:  see 
Roberts  v.  Oppmheim,  26  Oh.  D.  724  :  and  60  L.  T.  117,  729, 
affirming  (but  under  different  circumstances,  see  ante^  p.  243) 
Kay,  J.  and  distinguishing  Quilter  v.  Heatley  on  the  groxmd 
that  there  was  no  claim  to  privilege,  whereas  here  the  plaiutifE 
had  properly  claimed  privilege  for  them  as  documents  relating 
exclusively  to  his  own  title,  etc.  ...  see  further, />m^,  p.  494.* 

*' There  is  a  broad  distinctioii  between  a  general  application  for  discoyery 
of  documents  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  action  and  an  applica- 
tion for  production  of  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings.  .  .  .  But 
as  to  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  the  case  is  different.  The 
general  rules  as  to  discovery  of  documents  are  intended  to  give  a  party  dis- 
covery of  al]  documents  relating  to  the  case  which  are  in  his  adversary's 
possession  unless  there  is  some  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  production. 
Itules  14—17  are  very  differently  expressed  and  are  conffued  to  documents 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings  or  affidavits.  These  rules  were  evidently  in- 
tended to  grive  the  opposite  party  the  same  advantage  as  if  the  documents 
refened  to  had  been  fully  set  out  in  the  pleadings"  :  Lindley,  J.  %bid,  pp. 
49—60. 

Bowen,  L.  J.  after  referring  to  discoyery  of  documents  under  rule  12  says, 
p.  61 :  '*Thepresent  case  comes  under  a  different  set  of  rules.  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  14  provides  for  immediate  production  of  any  document  which  a  party  has 
referred  to  in  his  pleadings  or  affidavits.  The  party  against  whom  the  ap« 
plication  is  made  must  produce  them  unless  he  can  shew  good  cause  why  he 
should  not.  If  he  refuses,  the  party  applying  can  go  to  the  judge  who  may 
refuse  the  application  if  he  sees  good  reason  for  so  doing.  ...  In  my 
opinion  the  onus  is  on  the  refusing  party,  but  if  the  onus  wero  on  the 
applicant  I  think  he  has  discharged  himself  from  it.'' 

Whero  they  are  mentioned  in  the  statement  of  claim  it  is  reason  enough 
why  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  to  see  them  that  the  plaintiff  has  made 
them  a  part  of  his  statement  of  claim :  it  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  such 
an  application  to  say  that  the  defence  has  not  been  put  in.  The  defendant 
may  say,  **  Your  case  depends  partly  on  a  set  of  documents  which  you  may 
have  set  out  incorrectly  (see  as  to  this  point  post  and  posty  pp.  2o3, 266),  I  wish  to 
see  them.  It  may  be  that  I  haye  made  admissions  which  will  put  me  out  of 
court.  I  wish  to  see  the  documents  to  know  whether  I  have  made  such  ad- 
missions, and  it  is  important  for  me  to  see  them  before  I  put  in  my  defence." 


*  The  latter  part  of  rule  16  is  not  therefore  imported  into  the  first  part  of 
rule  18,  BO  as  that  on  an  application  thereunder  the  judge  has  only  to  con- 
sider whether  the  case  faUs  within  the  exceptions  of  that  part  of  rule  16,  as 
suggested  by  Chitty,  J.  ibid.  p.  46. 
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It  Beems  to  me  the  very  object  of  the  rales  that  the  defendant  should  have 
power  at  once  to  see  documents  referred  to  in  the  statement  of  claim :  see 
Jessel,  M.  R.  ibid.  p.  48 :  and  see  Smith  v.  Harris^  48  L.  T.  868. 

It  was  said  by  Chitty,  J.  p.  45  that  he  had  heard  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
say  that  the  main  object  of  the  role  was  to  provent  fictitious  deeds  or  docu- 
ments being  invented  by  the  pleader  and  inserted  in  the  statement  of  claim, 
which  like  the  old  bill  in  chancery  was  not  sworn  to  as  was  the  answer : 
but  see  also  as  to  the  answer,  ponty  pp.  253,  266.  Lord  Langdale  in  Bate  y. 
BatCy  7  Beay.  p.  539,  alludes  to  this  having  been  done  for  the  purpose  of 
intimidating  the  defendant  from  stating  the  truth  of  his  own  case :  and  see 
ante.  In  Moberta  v.  Oppenheim,  Kay,  J.  points  out  that,  neither  claim  or 
defence  being  now  on  oath,  a  defendant  may  equally  set  up  a  fictitious 
document,  as  a  release ;  and  that  this  furnishes  no  ground  for  making  the 
distinction  which  is  made  by  rule  15  between  the  obligation  of  a  defendant 
and  plaintiff  in  respect  to  documents'  relating  only  to  his  own  title  :  but  in 
the  C.  A.  as  reported  50  L.  T.  p.  730,  Cotton,  L.  i.  considered  that,  the  de- 
fendant being  the  man  attacked,  there  was  a  reason  for  giving  him  this 
privilege  which  did  not  exist  as  regards  the  plaintiff.  But  see  post^  p.  458, 
and  the  references  there  g^ven. 

The  documents  of  which  production  was  ordered  were  certain  letters  and 
entries  in  business  books  (production  of  the  books  with  liberty  to  seal  up  such 
parts  as  did  not  contain  the  particular  entries  referred  to)  referred  to  by  the 
plaintiff  in  his  statement  of  claim  in  support  of  certain  allegations,  before 
the  defcmne  was  put  in,  some  dicta  of  Denman,  J.  to  the  contrary  in  Webster 
V.  Whewall  (referred  to  po»t)  being  disapproved  and  the  decision  of  Chitty,  J. 
who  on  the  authority  of  those  dicta  had  refused  an  order  for  production  on 
the  general  g^ronnd  (p.  47)  that  no  such  order  should  be  made  before  the  de- 
fenc&nt  had  pledged  himself  to  some  line  of  defence  (see  as  to  this  point  in 
connection  with  discovery  generally  ante^  pp.  14,  160:  see  also  post^  p.  251) 
unless  under  special  circumstances,  being  reversed. 

As  to  the  neoessity  of  an  admission  of  possession  for  an 
application  under  the  first  part  of  rule  18. 

No  admission  it  seems  is  necessary,  for  the  party  is  at  liberty  to  answer 
that  he  has  not  got  them  and  cannot  get  them  (meaning  it  is  conceived  that 
he  has  them  not  in  such  sole  legal  possession  as  that  an  order  could  be  made 
against  him  for  their  production,  see  ante^  p.  194) :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Quitter 
v.  Heatletfy  23  Ch.  D.  p.  49.  Certainly  an  application  for  an  order  is  justifi- 
able if  on  receiving  the  notice  for  iuspection  the  party  does  not  say  that  he 
has  them  not :  Smith  v.  llarrin^  48  L.  T.  p.  870. 

Lord  Eldon  in  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liver  pool  ^  1  Sw.  114,  where  (see  post^ 
p.  248)  the  bill  claimed  in  respect  of  certain  promissory  notes  but  contained 
no  admission  of  possession,  doubted,  pp.  122,  123,  whether  the  same  admis- 
sion was  necessary  in  such  a  case  as  in  the  case  of  an  order  for  production 
against  a  defendant,  or  whether  in  some  cases  the  court  would  not  assume 
his  possession  of  the  documents  on  which  he  made  his  demand.  The  order 
(see  postf  p.  248)  which  he  actually  made  was  not  for  production,  but  for  ex- 
tending the  time  for  answering  until  production,  the  plaintiff  being  at  liberty 
to  file  an  affidavit  in  reply :  ultimately,  3  Sw.  567,  an  order  was  made  for 
dismissal  of  the  suit  in  the  event  of  non-production.  In  a  subsequent  case, 
Jackson  v.  Sedgwick,  2  Wils.  167,  he  seems  to  have  considered  that  he  could 
not  make  an  order  for  production  of  documents  mentioned  in  the  bill  without 
possession  being  shewn.  Lord  Langdale,  in  Tatflor  v.  Hemmifig,  4  Beav. 
p.  238,  considered  that  an  admission  of  possession  on  the  record  was  neces- 
sary to  found  an  order  similar  to  the  first  order  made  in  Princess  of  Wales  v. 
Liverpool, 

A  mere  reference  to  a  document  in  the  answer  was  held  not  tQ  involve  an 
admission  of  possession :  see  post,  p.  256. 
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II.    The  old  Chancery  Practice  as  to  Doeunmita  stated  or 

re/erred  to  in  the  Pleadings. 

Q-enerallj,  it  may  be  said  that  the  common  law  practice 
(see  posty  p.  263)  of  producing  instruments  relied  on  in  the 
pleadings,  whether  under  the  doctrine  of  prof ert  or  otherwise, 
did  not  obtain  in  equity :  see  Wigr.  PL  400,  417, 418 ;  Harr. 
pp.  218,  228;  andj9o«^,  pp.  251,  254. 

Qu.  whether  even  a  charge  that  a  document  relied  on  by 
a  party  was  forged  or  not  genuine  necessarily  entitled  the 
opponent  to  have  inspection  of  it :  see  the  exceptional  cases  of 
Princess  of  Wales  t.  Liverpool^  cited  post^  p.  248 ;  Jones  v. 
Lewis,  post,  p.  249 ;  Pilkington  v.  Himstcorth,  post,  p.  249 : 
see  an  old  case  of  Hatton  v.  Marr,  Bam.  279,  where  it  was 
said  that  whenever  there  was  a  suspicion  of  a  deed  by  the 
defendant  being  forged  he  would  be  ordered  to  deposit  it  in 
court  for  inspection  by  the  other  side:  see  as  to  ordering 
documents  whose  genuineness  was  impeached  to  be  inspected 
by  witnesses,  ante,  p.  179  :  see^os^,  p.  268,  as  to  the  common 
law  practice  where  a  document  was  impeached  for  forgery. 
See  as  to  the  liability  to  a  criminal  prosecution  for  forgery 
constituting  a  protection  against  discovery,  post,  p.  312. 

(a)  Ab  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  see  documents 
stated  or  referred  to  in  the  bill. 

(b)  As  to  the  right  of  the  plaintifE  to  see  documents  stated 
or  referred  to  in  the  answer. 

(c)  As  to  the  right  of  the  plaintifE  to  see  documents  which 
he  sought  to  have  set  aside  or  reformed  or  which  he  otherwise 
impeached. 

(a)  As  to  the  Right  of  the  Defendant  to  see  Documents  stated  or 

referred  to  in  the  Bill. 

A  defendant  had  no  special  right  to  see  such  documents 
merely  on  the  ground  of  such  statement  or  reference  whether 
before  or  after  answer :  even  where  it  was  said  to  be  necessary 
for  his  defence  (see  the  exceptional  cases,  post,  disapproved) : 
see  Wigr.  PL  400,  418,  and  ante  :  the  general  right  of 
the  defendant  to  see  such  documents  stood  on  the  same  level 
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as  his  right  to  see  documents  not  so  stated  or  referred  to :  the 
same  means  of  protection  were  open  to  the  plaintiif  in  the 
one  case  as  in  the  other. 

Attempts  were  made  to  procure  inspection  of  such  docu- 
ments before  answer;  but  though  in  some  cases  it  was 
allowed,  the  judges  refused  to  make  any  general  exception  to 
the  rule  disentitling  a  defendant  to  discovery  before  answer 
in  favour  of  such  documents.  The  following  are  the  cases 
on  the  subject.*  It  must  be  remembered  that  in  chancery 
the  answer  comprised  as  well  the  answer  to  interrogatories  as 
the  defence.  See  generally  as  to  inspection  before  defence, 
ante^  p.  160.  How  far  a  party  was  entitled  to  inspection  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  discovery  in  answer  to  interrogatories 
is  considered  ante,  p.  130.  No  answer  (including  production) 
to  a  cross  bill  for  discovery,  or  production  under  the  Ch.  P. 
Act,  could  be  obtained  before  sufficient  answer  to  the  original 
bill :  see  antej  pp.  133,  161 :  and  see  post,  p.  602,  as  to 
priority  of  discovery. 

In  an  old  case  of  Spragg  v.  Comer ^  1  Cox,  109,  a  motion  was  made  for 
production  of  a  deed  stated  in  the  bill  and  referred  to  as  being  in  the  plaintifTs 
custody  and  as  ready  to  be  produced  as  the  court  should  direct :  the  motion 
was  refused,  the  universal  practice  being  by  way  of  cross  bill:  and  see  Anon. 
2  Dick.  778. 

In  FieJcering  v.  Higbt/y  18  Yes.  484,  a  suit  by  the  executor  of  a  deceased 
partner  against  the  survivor  for  an  account,  the  defendant  moving  before 
answer  for  inspection  of  the  partnership  accounts  (whether  they  were  referred 
to  or  not  in  the  bill  does  not  appear),  Lord  Eldon  refused  the  motion  but 
stated  that  he  remembered  that  kind  of  motion  by  the  defendant  stating  by 
his  answer  that  the  bill  called  for  a  discovery  which  he  could  not  make  com- 
pletely without  seeing  the  partnership  books  and  accounts  and  that  he  verily 
believed  those  books  and  accounts  to  the  joint  possession  of  which  both  were 
entitled  were  in  the  plaintiff's  hands,  that  the  court  would  (see  as  to  this 
practice,  antff  p.  134j  stay  proceedings  against  him  for  not  putting  in  his 
answer  until  he  had  oeen  assisted  with  that  inspection. 

In  Mieklethtcaite  v.  Moore^  3  Mer.  292,  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  partition  of 
certain  property  on  grounds  of  inequality  in  value  and  concealment  and  fraud 
on  the  defendant's  part,  the  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  bill  that  the  propertv 
had  been  recently  valued  and  that  from  such  valuation,  a  summary  of  which 
was  set  forth  in  a  schedule,  it  appeared  that  the  value  of  one  lot  was  worth 
so  much  and  of  the  other  lot  only  so  much ;  on  an  application  by  the  defendant 
for  inspection  and  for  leave  to  amend  his  answer  after  such  inspection, 
stating  that  as  only  the  gross  amounts  were  stated  in  the  bill  he  was  unable 
to  state  in  what  particulars  the  valuation  was  incorrect.  Lord  Eldon,  re- 
ferring to  Pickering  v.  Bigby^  observed  that  this  application  went  much 


*  These  cases  are  sot  out  rather  more  fully  than  is  perhaps  necessaiy  with 
respect  to  the  point  now  under  consideration  ;  but  this  has  been  done  lor  the 
purpose  of  reference  on  other  points. 
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further  and  that  he  oonld  not  have  compelled  production  even  on  a  croes 
bill. 

Prineesa  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  114 :  3  Sw.  567 :  was  a  suit  against 
executors  for  payment  of  a  sum  secured  by  two  promissory  notes  of  the 
testator,  the  interrogatories  a^king  as  to  their  dates  delivery  signatures  and 
effect.  On  an  application  by  the  defendants  for  inspection  of  one  of  these 
notes  supported  by  an  affidavit  (Lord  Eldon  refusing  to  make  any  order 
without  sudi  an  affidavit)  alleging  grounds  for  impeaching  the  authenticity 
of  the  note  and  stating  the  necessity  of  inspection  in  order  that  the  answer 
might  fully  meet  the  case,  Lord  Eldon  extended  the  time  for  answering  until 
after  inspection,  and  ultimately  ordered  the  bill  to  be  dismissed  if  production 
were  not  made  by  a  certain  day.  In  the  argument,  p.  116,  some  stress  is 
laid  on  the  point  that  the  defendants  were  interrogated  as  to  the  signature 
of  the  note.  Lord  Eldon,  p.  123,  stated  that  the  general  rule  of  the  court 
was  that  production  could  only  be  obtained  by  a  cross  bill,  an  answer  to 
which,  p.  124,  could  not  be  had  until  after  answer  to  the  original  bill,  but 
that  there  might  be  a  case  in  which  it  was  necessary  production  should  be 
had  before  answer,  and  that  in  such  a  case  the  rule  would  work  injustice 
unless  it  admitted  relaxation  and  exception,  for  that  there  was,  p.  125,  no 
general  rule  with  respect  to  the  practice  of  a  court  of  equity  that  would  not 
yield  to  the  demands  of  justice.  In  support  of  such  an  exception  reference 
was  made  to  a  passage  in  the  Practical  Register,  p.  161 :  *'  Where  a  deed  in 
the  plaintiff*s  hands  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  bill  was  necessary  to  the 
defendant's  making  in  his  defence  a  full  answer  the  court  ordered  the  plaintiff 
should  give  him  a  copy  of  it.'*  And  so  when  the  case  again  came  before 
him,  3  Sw.  667,  Lord  Eldon,  p.  569,  after  stating  that  it  was  not  usual  on 
motion  to  require  a  plaintiff  by  the  production  of  documents  to  aid  a  defendant 
in  the  preparation  of  his  answer,  observed  that  he  had  satisfied  himself  on 
principle  and  the  authority  of  text  writers  that  where  a  defendant  pledged 
himself  by  his  oath,  assiguing  reasons  fairly  affecting  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  that  he  could  not  answer  the  bill  as  it  was  his  duty  to  answer  it  as 
well  for  himself  as  for  thoser  in  whose  behalf  he  was  entrusted  with  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  property  unless  the  plaintiff  produced  instruments  stated  in 
the  bill,  he  could  compel  that  production  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  a 
full  answer;  and  that  he  had  the  less  difficulty  in  that  case  because  the 
instrument  was  one  of  the  securities  on  which  the  demand  was  made,  and 
the  court  would  not  make  a  decree  for  payment  of  that  demand  until  all  the 
Becurities  were  delivered  up,  and  would  not  allow  a  duplicate  to  remain  in 
the  hands  of  any  but  the  defendants. 

In  the  course  of  his  judgment  Lord  Eldon  referred,  1  Sw.  p.  119,  to  the 
doctrine  of  profert  and  the  common  law  practice  (see  post,  p.  264,  as  to  pro- 
fert  and  this  practice,  and  see  ante^  p.  246,  as  to  impeached  documents)  of 
compelling  on  motion  the  production  of  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes 
tiie  subject  of  an  action,  or,  p.  123,  of  a  w^ritten  instrument,  as  a  promissory 
note,  in  order  that  the  defendant  might  see  by  whom  it  was  written  whether 
on  a  stamp  aod  with  the  other  requisites.  So  tar  as  this  practice  was  adopted 
by  way  of  analogy  to  the  equity  practice  of  production  Lord  Eldon  expressed 
his  disapproval,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  mighty  difference  between 
simply  producing  an  instrument  and  producing  it  in  answer  to  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery where  the  defendant  had  an  opportunity  of  accompanying  the  pro- 
duction with  a  statement  of  everything  which  was  necessary  to  protect  him 
from  its  consequences :  and  so  Lord  Langdale  in  Bate  v.  Bate,  7  Beav.  p.  537: 
and  BO  in  Wigr.  PI.  330,  see  post,  p.  264 :  (and  see  Brotcn  v.  ThoitiUm,  1  M. 
&  G.  243,  Bjx^post,  p.  601,  as  to  tiie  practice  of  not  severing  the  production 
of  a  document  from  the  answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery  of  which  it  waa  a  part 
in  an  action  at  law).* 

In  Jackson  v.  Sedgwick,  2  Wils.  167,  Lord  £ldon  referring  to  Princess  of 

^— ^^^■■^■■■*   ■■■■■■■■  ■  I    ■!  »  ■    ■  ■        ■        I  ■  ■  »■    I      II     I  I  I  I     I  I  ■  ■■■  ■  ■■      ^»     .1  .■■—..* 

*  But  this  objection  ceased  to  have  any  validity  after  the  passing  of  the 
C,  L.  P.  Acts  and  the  CSianoery  Procedure  Act. 
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WtUei  ▼.  Liverpool  said,  "  It  appeared  to  me  on  the  authority  of  that  work 
(Practical  Register)  that,  if  a  defendant  swears  that  he  cannot  safely  put  in 
his  answer  without  a  production  of  papers  which  the  plaintiff  has  stated  in 
his  bill,  the  court  would  >pve  him  time  to  answer  till  there  should  be  a 
production  of  the  papers.*'  In  this  caoe  he  refused  to  make  an  order  for 
inspection  upon  an  application  founded  on  the  mere  circumstance  of  the 
documents  being  mentioned  in  the  bill,  without  even  any  statement  in  the 
bill  as  to  their  being  in  the  plaintiff's  possession. 

In  Jones  v.  Lewis^  2  S.  &  S.  242,  a  suit  against  devisees  for  specific  per- 
formance of  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  testator,  on  an  application  by 
the  defendants  for  inspection  of  the  agreement  on  an  allegation  that  they 
did  not  believe  that  the  testator  had  entered  into  any  such  agreement,  and 
that  they  believed  it  to  be  a  forgery  (see  ante,  p.  246)  and  that  the}-  were 
unable  to  answer  the  bill  without  inspection.  Leach,  V.  C.  extended  the  time 
for  answering  until  after  inspection,  coD^idering  that  the  doctrine  that  a 
plaintiff  must  produce  an  instrument  stated  in  his  bill  before  answer  where 
it  was  plainly  necessary  to  enable  the  defendant  to  make  a  full  defence  was 
recognized  in  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  and  was  obviously  required  by 
principles  of  justice.  This  decision  was  however  reversed  by  Lord  Eldon 
nimseif. 

Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool  was  followed  in  ^.  G,y,  Bt'ooksbanh,  cited 
ante^  p.  71. 

In  a  case  in  the  Exchequer  (Pilkingion  v.  Himsu'orth,  1  Y.  &  C.  617,  and 
see  posly  p.  254),  production  was  ordered  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  on  which  the  defendant  had  sued  the  plaintiff  at  law  and  which 
the  latter  alleged  (denied  by  the  defendant)  to  have  been  paid  and  left  con- 
fidentially in  the  defendant's  hands,  in  imitation  apparently  of  the  common 
law  practice  of  ordering  production  of  an  instrument  impeached  for  forgery 
(see  ante,  p.  246) :  though  it  was  said  that  in  equity  in  such  a  case  its  produc- 
tion would  not  be  order^.  This  case  was  distinguished  from  Freetnan  v.  Baker 
(there,  p.  618,  referred  to),  where  production  was  refused  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
impeached  by  the  defendant  as  having  been  indorsed  without  consideration 
but  ordered  of  the  cheque  alleged  to  have  been  g^iven  for  it,  on  the  ground 
that  in  that  case  the  want  of  consideration  would  not  appear  on  the  bill 
whereas  here  the  inspection  of  the  note  might  help  the  plaintiff.  See  also 
Threlfall  v.  WebsUr,  cited  post,  p.  268. 

In  Penfold  v.  Nunn,  5  Sim.  409,  the  plaintiff  referred  in  his  bill  to  certain 
bills  of  exchange,  which  he  said  had  been  delivered  up  to  him,  and  to  a  bill 
account,  a  copy  of  which  was  annexed  to  the  bill,  and  interrogated  as  to  the 
consideration  for  and  other  particulars  of  the  bills  and  as  to  the  correctness 
of  the  bill  accx>unt :  the  Vice  Chanoellor  refused  an  application  by  the  defen- 
dant for  their  production,  observing,  p.  410,  that  he  never  understood  and 
could  not  accede  to  the  reasoning  of  the  decision  in  Princess  of  Wales  y. 
Liverpool,  and  that  where  a  defendant  as  in  this  case  could  not  put  in  an 
answer  without  inspecting  certain  documents,  he  was  at  liberty  to  call  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  produce  them,  and  it  the  plaintiff  refused  he  (the  plaintiff) 
could  not  complain  that  the  answer  was  insufBcient  (as  to  which  see  ante, 
p.  134),  but  that  where  inspection  was  required  for  his  defence  he  must  file 
(but  nu  answer  to  the  cross  bill  could  be  compelled  before  sufficient  answer 
to  the  original  bill)  a  cross  bill  for  discovery. 

In  Milligan  v.  Mitchell,  6  Sim.  186,  Shadwell,  V.  G.  considered  that  he  was 
not  bound  to  follow  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool  except  in  a  case  precisely 
similar  to  it,  and  refused  to  apply  that  decision  to  certain  entries  in  a  minute 
book  referred  to  in  the  bill.  'See  also  Darner  y.  Por  tar  ling  ton,  16  Sim.  p.  383, 
disapproving  Princess  of  Wales  y.  Liverpool, 

In  two  cases  of  Shepherd  y.  Morris,  1  Beay.  175,  and  Taylor  v.  Hemming, 
4  Beay.  235,  Lord  Langfdale  extended  the  time  for  answering  until  after 
inspection  of  certain  documents  referred  to  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  bill  con- 
sidering on  the  authorities  that  he  could  not  make  a  direct  order  for  produc- 
tion. In  Shepherd  y.  Morris  the  document  in  que6tion  was  a  report  made  by 
order  of  the  plaintiff  upon  ceortain  accounts  of  the  defendant  and  showing 
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exTon  therein :  the  plaintifP  referred  to  this  report  in  his  bill  and  offered 
inspection  of  it  in  oider  that  the  defendant  mifht  explain  these  errors ;  the 
plaintiff  subsequently  refusing  inspection,  Lord  Langdale,  p.  179,  observed 
that  it  was  dear  that  the  defendant  could  not  know  without  inspection  what 
the  alleged  misstatements  were,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  allowed  to 
call  for  an  answer  stating  the  result  of  such  inspection  and  say  he  should  not 
hare  it.  In  Taylor  v.  Hemminff,  4  Beav.  235,  the  plaintiff  referred  to  certain 
correspondence  between  two  of  the  defendants  and  a  third  person  in  support 
of  certain  fraudulent  allegations,  offered  to  deposit  the  same  if  required,  and 
to  avoid  the  expense  of  netting  it  out  set  the  letters  forth  in  a  schedule.  The 
order,  see  p.  238,  extended  to  all  the  letters  so  set  forth  as  being  the  only 
ones  referred  to,  but  not  to  other  letters,  part  of  the  correspondence,  not 
stated  in  the  schedule  nor  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case ;  there  being  further 
(see  as  to  this  antCy  p.  246)  no  statement  on  the  record  that  the  plaintiff  had 
them  in  his  possession.  At  p.  237  Lord  Langdale  sa^s,  '*  If  the  plaintiff 
refers  in  his  bill  to  documents  in  his  possession  as  formmg  part  of  his  case, 
then,  whether  he  does  or  does  not  offer  to  produce  them,  he  cannot  call  on 
the  defendants  to  answer  until  he  has  seen  the  documents  which  are  necessary 
for  his  answer.  The  court  has  acted  on  that  principle  from  the  earliest  period 
and  the  PrincesB  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool  is  not  the  first  case :  judges  have  said 
that  they  could  not  understand  on  what  principle  that  case  was  founded 
but  I  believe  it  to  be  founded  on  principles  whidi  examination  would  fully 
support." 

In  a  subsequent  case,  Bate  v.  Batsy  7  Beav.  628,  Lord  Langdale  refused  to 
make  a  similar  order  with  respect  to  certain  correspondence  by  which  the 
plaintiff  alleged  in  his  bill  (and  interrogated  thereto)  that  it  would  appear 
the  defendant  refused  to  produce  a  certain  convevance.  On  p.  637  he  made 
the  following  observations.  '*  The  question  is  now  far  the  plaintiff  who 
refers  to  documents  in  his  possession  as  evidence  of  the  fact  which  he  dis- 
tinctly charges  is  bound  to  produce  that  evidence  before  the  defendant  is 
bound  to  put  in  his  answer ;  that  I  take  to  be  the  question  whidi  is  raised 
here.  There  have  been  several  cases  upon  this  subject ;  and  I  think  they 
may  be  divided  into  two  classes :  first,  cases  like  that  of  the  Frineest  of  fTalit 
V.  Liverpool ;  and  secondly  the  two  several  cases  which  came  before  me  and 
have  been  referred  to,  namely,  Taylor  v.  Hemminff  and  Shepherd  v.  Morris. 
Those  were  oases  in  which  the  plaintiff  by  his  bill  not  only  stated  that  he  had 
possession  of  the  documents,  but,  intending  to  use  those  documents  in  support 
of  his  case,  he  called  upon  the  defendant  to  look  at  them  and  offered  to  pro- 
duce them  for  the  purpose.  The  plaintiff  in  substance  and  effect  stated  by 
his  bill  that  the  defendant  could  not  give  the  answer  whidi  the  plaintiff 
desired  to  have  for  his  own  use  unless  the  defendant  would  look  at  those 
documents ;  and  the  plaintiff,  having  done  that,  then  refused  to  produce  the 
documents.  I  think  I  may  assume  after  the  investigation  which  tiiis  case  has 
undergone  that  there  is  no  case  whatever  to  be  produced  in  which  the  plaintiff 
charging  a  particular  fact  to  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  and 
stating  further  that  he  has  evidence  of  the  fact  in  letters  which  are  in  his 
possession  has  been  held  bound  to  produce  those  documents  before  the 
defendant  could  be  called  on  to  put  in  his  answer.  The  strong  impression 
upon  my  mind  is  that  there  is  no  such  case.  None  so  contrary  to  the  ordinary 
principle  has  been  produced  and  I  believe  that  if  you  were  to  lay  it  down  as 
a  proposition  that  a  plaintiff  shall  not  proceed  until  the  defendant  knows  the 
evidence  which  the  plaintiff  has  you  would  state  a  proposition  very  much  at 
variance  with  the  ordinary  opinion  of  mankind  as  well  as  of  lawvers."  Lord 
Langdale  then  goes  on  to  point  out  that  the  only  proper  form  of  getting  suoh 
production  is  by  a  cross  bill  of  discoveiy. 

In  Turner  v.  Burkenshaw,  4  Giff.  399,  a  suit  by  a  party  against  his  agent 
for  account  alleging  the  delivery  of  false  and  fraudulent  accounts  and  re- 
quiring him  to  specify  the  particulars  of  these  accounts,  the  defendant  applied 
for  extension  of  the  time  for  putting  in  his  answer  till  after  production  of  these 
accounts,  he  having  no  copies  of  them  nor  the  materials  from  which  he  had 
made  them  out.    Stuart,  Y,  0,  rehiBed  the  application  on  ^e  ground  that  in 
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reality  he  wanted  them  in  order  to  shape  his  defence  from  the  information 
which  he  might  obtain  from  them ;  he  approved  Lord  Langdale's  statement 
of  the  law  in  Bate  v.  Bate  as  given  above,  and  considered  that  the  language 
of  the  same  judge  in  Taylor  v.  Hemming  was  not  the  law  of  the  court. 

In  Halliday  v.  Ttmple,  8  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  96,  the  plaintiff  referred  to  a 
passage  in  a  particular  letter  in  support  of  an  allegation,  and  stated  that,  if 
advised,  he  should  put  in  evidence  all  the  correspondence  between  himself  and 
the  defendant:  the  defendant  moved  before  answer  for  production  of  the 
correspondence.  The  plaintiff  ultimately  consenting  to  produce  the  letter, 
production  of  -the  rest  of  the  correspondence  was  refused,  Turner,  L.  J. 
observing,  p.  99,  that  it  was  an  application  to  see  the  evidence  on  which  the 
plaintiff  founded  his  case  before  the  defendant  put  in  his  answer ;  that  nothing 
would  be  productive  of  more  mischief;  that  in  cases  of  allegfed  fraud  the 
defendant  would  be  able  to  shape  his  defence  according  to  the  evidence ;  that 
the  application  was  at  variance  with  principle  and  the  practice  of  the  court ; 
that  only  in  one  or  two  cases  under  special  circumstances  had  such  an  appli- 
cation been  granted,  and  that  "  the  tact  of  a  letter  being  stated  in  the  bill 
does  not  enable  the  defendant  to  compel  its  production." 

In  Smith  V.  Lay,  Fairbum  v.  Lay^  18  W.  R.  915,  on  a  motion  under  the 
Chancery  Procedure  Act  being  made  to  produce  among  other  documents 
certain  documents  set  out  or  referred  to  in  the  bUl,  the  defendant  alleging 
that  he  could  not  answer  without  seeing  them,  James,  V.  G.  said  that  the 
court  never  made  an  order  for  production  of  documents  by  the  plaintiff  until 
the  defendant  had  put  in  his  answer,  for  that  it  would  not  do  to  let  a 
defendant  and  his  witnesses  see  what  documents  they  had  to  meet. 


(b)  As  to  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  see  Documents  stated 
or  referred  to  in  the  Anstcer  {see  post,  p.  256,  as  to 
impeached  Documents). 

Here  again  (see  ante,  p.  246)  there  was  no  rule  at  common 
law  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  see  the  documents  relied  on  by 
the  defendant  for  his  defence.  The  only  documents  (im- 
peached documents  are  discussed  separately,  post,  p.  256) 
liable  to  production  as  being  stated  or  referred  to  in  the 
anwer  (that  is  to  say  that  part  of  the  answer  constituting  the 
defence  and  not  the  discovery,  see  post,  p.  256)  were  those 
covered  by  the  decision  in  Hardman  v.  Mlames. 

In  Eardman  v.  JSllamea,  2  M.  &  K.  732,  it  was  held  by  the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners, afiOrminflr  a  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham  when  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
that  where  a  defendant  stated  a  document  in  his  answer  wholly  or  partially 
and  for  the  sake  of  greater  caution  referred  to  the  document  (that  is  to  say 
used  the  common  words  of  reference,  '*  but  this  defendant  for  his  greater 

certainty  &c "  see  Wigr.  Fl.  385),  in  order  to  show  that  the  effect  of 

the  document  had  been  accurately  stated,  its  production  would  be  ordered, 
though  the  defendant  had  sworn  that  it  evidenced  solely  his  own  title. 

This  decision  was  the  subject  of  considerable  comment. 

Lord  Cottenham  in  Adams  v.  Fisher,  3  M.  &  C.  526,  p.  548  (and  see  also 
his  observations  in  Mcintosh  v.  O,  W,  H.  Co.  1  M.  &  G.  73,  pp.  77—78,  and 
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pottf  p.  255):  thtiB  refers  to  and  explains  Hardman  v.  Ellametx — ^'Tt  was 
certainly  no  new  decision,  and  I  was  very  much  surprised  to  hear  any  one 
treat  it  as  such :  and  when  I  came  to  look  into  the  doctrines  laid  down  in  the 
books,  I  felt  no  doubt  upon  the  subject.  Where  a  party  has  thought  proper 
to  put  his  defence  upon  a  particular  document,  he  himself  having  introduced 
it  and  put  it  forward,  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  make  any  representation  of 
it  however  unfounded  which  he  pleases,  but  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  see 
whether  the  defendant  has  rightly  stated  it ;  it  is  because  the  defendant 
chooses  to  make  it  part  of  his  answer  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  see  it : 
not  because  the  plaintiff  has  an  interest  in  it ;  the  principle  is  that  a 
defendant  shall  not  avail  himself  of  that  mode  of  concealing  his  defence." 
See  poit,  p.  254,  as  to  the  rather  different  ground  here  taken. 

Wigram,  V.  C.  in  his  Book  on  Discovery,  PI.  385 — 424,  criticises  at  great 
length  and  altogpether  disapproves  both  the  decision  itself  and  the  expla- 
nation of  it  given  by  Lord  Cottenham.  That  is  to  say  he  disputes  the 
propositioh  that  the  common  words  of  reference  in  an  answer  to  a  document 
partially  or  wholly  stated  therein  confer  upon  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  see  it 
which  without  that  reference  he  would  not  have :  tnat  a  document  such  as  a 
document  constituting  exclusively  the  defendant's  own  evidence  an  exclu- 
sively defensive  document  as  the  learned  author  frequently  calls  it,  which  on 
general  principles  (see  Wigr.  PI.  388)  is  withheld  from  the  inspection  of  the 
plaintiff,  should  become  liable  to  production  by  the  mere  force  of  the  words 
of  reference.  See  further  as  to  the  learned  author's  views  on  Hardman  v. 
Ellames,  post^  p.  253. 

However  the  decision  was  always  accepted  as  an  authority,  and  Wigram, 
V.  C.  himself  when  sitting  as  V.  C.  in  Bthham  v.  Fercivaly  15  L.  J. 
Gh.  438 ;  10  Jur.  772,  admits  its  binding  authority ;  and  ao^rdingly 
where  a  defendant  (administratrix)  had  set  out  part  of  a  draft  answer  of 
the  intestate  to  the  original  and  craved  leave  to  refer  to  the  same  when 
produced  (or,  according  to  the  Jurist,  referred  to  the  remainder  for  greater 
certainty)  ordered  production  of  the  part  set  out  but  nut  of  the  remaining 
part,  ibid. 

In  Howard  y.  Robinson^  4  Dr.  522,  an  application  for  inspection  of  the 
mortgage  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  legatee  against  a  mortgagee 
of  a  trust  term  charging  notice  of  breach  of  trust  and  claiming  priority, 
Kindersley,  V.  G.  pp.  526,  527,  puts  these  two  cases ;  one  where  the  plaintiff 
mentions  the  document  and  the  defendant  admits  it ;  the  other  where  the 
docament  is  not  referred  to  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  sets  it  up  as 
destroying  the  plaintiff's  right:  he  then  goes  on  to  pay,  *<  In  that  state 
of  things  if  that  were  all,  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  right  to  the  production 
of  a  deed  which  makes  out  the  defendant's  cas^by  destroying  the  plaintiff's. 
Suppohing  the  defendant  after  stating  the  deed  and  its  effect  says  *■  And  so  it 
will  appear  if  the  same  sha'l  be  produced,'  I  am  wholly  at  a  loss  to  compro- 
hend  why  these  words  should  give  any  greater  right  to  the  plaintiff  .  .  . 
Now  if  the  putting  these  words  in  the  answer  would  give  the  plaintiff  a 
right  of  inspection  in  either  of  these  two  cases  it  appears  to  me  that  it 
would  be  in  the  case  where  the  deed  is  mentioned  by  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant  admits  it  and  refers  to  it,  and  not  in  the  case  where  the  defendant 
sets  up  his  own  deed.  But  Lord  Guttenham  referring  to  Hardman  v. 
Ellames  in  a  subsequent  case  says  that  decision  is  misunderstood  if  it  is 
supposed  to  decide  that  thero  is  the  right  where  the  plaintiff  mentions  the 
deed.  He  says  expressly  all  that  it  decides  is  that  when  the  defendant  sets 
up  his  own  deed  and  refers  to  it  he  must  produce  it.  I  am  bound  to  say  I 
cannot  follow  the  reasoning  though  if  this  were  that  very  case  I  might  be 
bound  by  the  decision.  But  this  is  on  the  contrary  that  very  case  that 
Lord  Gottenham  says  he  did  not  mean  to  decide."  See  further  as  to  this 
casejDM^,  p.  263,  in  connection  with  the  subject  of  '*  impeached  documents." 
The  reference  hero  was  in  the  same  form,  *'  for  greater  certainty,"  see  as  to 
this  point  pottt^  p.  254. 

In  some  Irish  cases  Hardman  v.  EUames  was  not  narrowed  in  the  same 
way.    In  Phelan  t.  Hamilton^  9  Ir.  Eq.  Bep.  264,  and  Hundaa  v.  JBlakr, 
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9  Ir.  Eq.  Bep.  640 :  on  app.  10  ibid»  260,  production  was  ordered  though 
they  were  mentioned  in  the  bill,  and,  in  answer  to  the  argpiment  that 
Hardman  v.  Ellame»  only  applied  to  defensive  documents,  it  was  said,  p.  262, 
that  no  such  distinction  was  there  taken  and  that  the  principle  applied  a  foV" 
tiori.  Qu.  however  whether  in  these  cases  the  documents  were  not  a  part 
of  that  portion  of  the  answer  which  consisted  of  the  discovery  as  distin- 
g^uished  from  the  defence  and  therefore  more  resembling  Latuner  y.  Neate, 
see  po»t^  p.  255. 

The  references  in  these  cases  and  also  in  Flumtree  v.  CDeli,  Fl.  &  Kel. 
689 :  and  also  in  the  English  cases  of  Welford  y.  Stainthorpe^  2  Beay.  587  : 
and  Hill  v.  Oomtne^  6  L.  J.  Ch.  258,  were  not  in  the  particular  form  *'for 
greater  certainty." 

In  Ireland  Hardman  y.  Ellames  was  applied  to  documents  mentioned  in  a 
cause  petition  :  Fitzgerald  v.  Simpwn^  17  Ir.  Gh.  K.  141. 

The  subject  both  in  relation  to  principle  and  authority  is  exhaustiyely 
treated  in  Wigr.  Fl.  385 — 424.  The  following  oases  are  lef erred  to  by  the 
learned  author  in  illustration :  Sparke  v.  Montriou^  1  Y.  &  G.  103,  p.  108 : 
Wigr.  Fl.  386,  414,  where  Lord  Lyndhurst  it  seems  took  the  same  yiew  as 
himself  as  to  the  purport  of  the  reference :  Herbert  y.  Dean,  ^.  of  fFest" 
minUer,  1  F.  W.  773:  Wigr.  Fl.  407:  Atkina  v.  Wright,  14  Ves.  211: 
Wigr.  Fl.  386,  412 :  Marsh  v.  Sibbald,  2  V.  &  B.  375 :  Wigr.  Fl.  386,  413: 
Evant  y.  Richard,  1  Sw.  7:  Wigr.  Fl.  386,  413  :  Coz  v.  AUingham,  Jacob, 
337 :  Wigr.  Fl.  393 :  Bettiaon  y.  Faringdon,  3  F.  W.  363 :  Wigr.  Fl.  386, 
408,  409 :  Hylton  v.  Morgan,  6  Yes.  296 :  Shafteebury  y.  Arrowitnith,  4  Yes. 
71 :  WorsUy  v.  Waieon,  6  Yes.  p.  289  :  Burton  y.  Neville,  2  Gox,  242  (see 
also  these  last  five  cases  discuhsed  from  anotner  point  of  yiew  poat,  p.  274) : 
and  Frinceea  of  Wales  y.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  114,  aU  referred  to  in  Wigr. 
Fl.  409—411 :  Bolton  y.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  K.  88:  Wigr.  Fl. 
414,  416 :  Gardiner  y.  Mason,  4  B.  G.  G.  479  :  and  Alleoek  v.  Barrow,  Wigr. 
Fl.  415:  Tyl^  y.  Drayton,  2  S.  &  S.  309  :  Wigr.  Fl.  360,  414:  Sampson  y. 
Swettenham,  5  Madd.  16  :  Wigr.  Fl.  361,  414  (and  see  post,  p.  481,  as  to  these 
two  cases) :  and  see  also  a  later  ca8e  in  the  Exchequer  Farrer  y.  Huiehinson, 
3  Y.  &  G.  692,  where  the  Lord  Ghief  Baron  Abinger,  p.  701,  refused  to  regard 
the  mere  reference  (for  gpreater  certainty)  to  a  document  as  in  every  case 
necessitating  its  production,  though  in  the  particular  case,  the  defendant, 
having  referred  to  a  schedule  of  certain  documents  on  which  he  relied  and 
prayed  that  the  schedule  might  be  taken  as  part  of  his  answer,  they  were  in 
effect  part  of  the  answer  (as  to  which  see  post,  p.  255)  and  so  must  be 
produced. 

In  narticular  the  learned  author  points  out  (see  Fl.  373,  410)  that  the 
defendant's  case  is  as  stated  on  the  record,  and  that  the  document  to  which 
reference  is  made  is  only  the  evidence  of  that  case :  that  if  the  doctunent 
when  produced  (if  at  the  hearing  he  chooses  to  produce  it)  is  at  variance 
with  or  g^ocs  beyond  his  statement  of  its  contents  or  effect,  the  defendant 
certainly  cannot  benefit  and  may  even  suffer  thereby  for  he  is  limited  to  the 
case  he  has  put  on  the  record,  and  there  is  therefore  no  question  of  concealing 
his  defence  (see  observations  of  Jessel,  M.  R.  ante,  p.  244:  and  see  post,  p.  256) : 
that  in  fact  the  reference  is  merely  for  his  own  protection  in  case  he  should 
by  mistake  have  pledged  his  oath  to  that  which  the  court  might  afterwards 
determine  in  construction  to  be  untrue:  see  Wigr.  Fl.  386,  402,  414:  that 
the  rule  that  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judge  of  the  effect  of  a  document 
himself  and  not  to  take  the  defendant's  word  for  it  is  confined  to  documents 
of  which  he  is  entitled  to  know  the  contents  as  a  matter  of  discovery,  and  has 
no  application  to  the  case  now  being  considered :  see  Wigr.  Fl.  400 :  and 
finally  that  as  to  the  suggestion  in  Hardman  v.  Ellames,  p.  758,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  should  think  proper  to  amend  his  bill  and  require  the  deed  to  be  set 
forth  at  length  it  would  bo  a  matter  of  course  that  it  should  be  so  set  forth, 
this  was  taking  for  ^^nted  the  very  point  in  dispute,  the  question  as  to  the 
right  to  production  in  such  a  case  and  the  right  to  have  it  set  out  being 
identical  (see  also  anU^  p.  151)  the  one  beiug  a  mere  substitute  for  the  other : 
Wigr.  Fl.  395. 
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Ifr.  Hare  discnsaes  Hardman  r.  Ellamet  in  Hare,  pp.  212 — 228,  and  reg^ards 
the  decision  as  resting  on  the  terms  of  the  reference  **  for  greater  certainty," 
considering  that  Tt/ler  y.  Drayton,  Sampson  y.  Swettenhamy  Shaftetbury  y. 
Arrowitnith  and  Burton  y.  Neville  established  that  a  reference  without  any 
such  expression  of  uncertainty  did  not  entail  production.  This  yiew  of  the 
decision  is  not  acoeded  to  in  Wigr.  PI.  388,  and  is  dissented  from  eyen  if 
correct :  see  also  the  cases  oited  ante,  p.  253,  where  the  references  were 
different. 

In  any  case  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Hardman  y.  Ellamee  is  a  yeiy 
narrow  one  :  it  is  based  solely  on  the  reference  to  the  document :  a  full  short 
or  partial  statement  of  its  purport  or  contents  without  such  reference,  or  a 
mere  mention  or  description  cf  it,  eyen  if  the  defendant  said  he  relied  upon 
it  to  proye  his  case,  would  not  bring  it  within  the  decision :  see  Wigr. 
PI.  336,  384,  394  :  and  Hare,  p.  216,  228  :  while  on  the  other  hand,  the  decision 
would  seem  to  coyer  eyery  document  stated  and  referred  to,  whether  it  be 
one  under  which  the  defendant  claims  or  justifies  or  one  merely  corroboratiye 
of  such  claim  or  justification :  Wigr.  PL  424.  Lord  Cottenham  in  his  sub- 
sequent explanation  of  this  decision  in  Adams  y.  Fisher,  see  ante,  p.  251, 
though  he  expressly  limited  it  to  the  case  of  documents  not  referred  to  by 
the  plaintiff  would  seem  to  rest  it  on  somewhat  broader  grounds.  But  eyen 
thus  it  is  not  brought  up  to  the  leyel  of  the  broad  common  law  practice 
imder  which,  see  post,  p.  263,  a  party  was  entitled  to  inspection  of  any 
document  relied  on  by  his  adyersary  in  his  pleading.  In  fact  there  was  no 
such  rule  in  equity:  see  Wigr.  PI.  390,  415,  420,  and  Hare,  p.  229:  and 
ante,  p.  246.  A  reference  to  a  deed  in  the  answer  was  not  equiyalent  to 
profert :  Wigr.  PL  349.  In  Wi^.  PL  330  (and  see  PL  400)  the  learned 
author  refers  with  approval  to  Lord  Eldon's  obseryations  in  Princess  of 
Wales  y.  Liverpool  (cited  (uite,  p.  248)  on  the  common  law  practice,  and  with 
disapproval  to  what  he  conceived  to  be  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
in  Filkington  y.  Himsworth,  1  Y.  &  C.  p.  618  (referred  to  ante,  p.  249),  to 
the  effect  that  where  a  document  was  so  stated  in  the  answer  that  in  an 
analogous  case  a  court  of  law  would  order  production,  therefore  a  court  of 
equity  should  do  the  same.  So  again  in  PI.  373,  402,  he  regards  the 
principle  protecting  a  document  exolusiyely  evidencing  on  the  defendant's 
oath  ms  own  title  as  extending  as  well  to  the  instrument  under  which  he 
claims  or  justifies  as  to  documents  merely  corroboratiye  of  such  daim  or 

J'nstification.  So  Mr.  Hare,  in  Hare,  pp.  216,  218,  228,  considers  the  de- 
endant*s  oath  equally  effectual  to  protect  either  class  of  documents  and 
whether  stated  or  not  stated  in  the  defence.  The  mere  fact  that  a  defendant 
founded  his  title  upon  a  particular  document  referred  to  ('*  as  by  the  said 
indenture  when  produced  will  appear  ")  in  his  answer  so  far  from  entitling 
the  adversary  to  see  it  was  considered  to  be  a  reason  for  his  not  being 
allowed  to  see  it.  '*The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  production  of  a  deed 
which  sustains  his  own  title,  but  he  has  no  right  to  the  production  of  a  deed 
which  is  not  connected  with  his  title  and  whi^  gives  title  to  the  defendant.*' 
Sampson  y.  Swettenham,  5  Madd.  16,  referred  to  Wigr.  PL  361 :  and  see 
post,  pp.  481,  490,  as  to  documents  alleged  to  take  away  the  adversary's 
title.  In  Tyler  y.  Drayton,  2  S.  &  S.  309,  see  Wigr.  PI.  360,  the  defendant 
stated  his  purchase  deed  (the  purchase  being  impeached  by  the  plaintiff,  see 
post,  p.  257)  and  *'  crayed  leave  to  refer  to  it  when  produced :"  tne  deed  was 
protected.  So  Lord  Eldon  in  Princess  of  Wales  y.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  121 
(and  see  Wigr.  PL  356),  referring  to  Shaftesbury  y.  Arrowsmith  and  Burton 
▼.  Neville,  evidently  considered  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  caU  for  the  in- 
strument on  which  the  defendant  framed  his  title  unless  he  made  it  a  part 
of  his  answer  (as  to  which  see  post,  p.  255)  a  mere  reference  not  being  suffi- 
cient. So  in  il.  (?.  y.  Corporation  of  London,  2  M.  &  G-.  p.  260,  Lonl  Cot- 
tenham: '*If  a  defendant  pleads  a  deed  which  constitutes  his  title  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  it."  The  mere  statement  in  an  answer  of 
the  substance  of  a  document  the  contents  of  which  the  defendant  is  not 
bound  to  disclose  does  not  make  him  liable  to  produce  the  document  itself  : 
Glover  y.  Hall,  2  Ph.  484.    In  this  oasej  considered  also  post^  p.  261|  under 
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the  sabject  of  "impeached  docamcots,"  the  plaintiff  charged  that  by  a 
certain  deed  only  a  life  interest  passed  to  the  defendant's  predecessor :  the 
defendant  asserted  that  an  absolute  interest  passed  and  set  out  an  abstract  of 
the  deed :  Lord  Gottenham  protected  it.  This  case,  where  his  liability  to 
disclosure  of  the  contents  was  denied  and  resisted  and  not  ordered,  was  con- 
trasted with  Latimer  v.  Neate^  considered  po»t. 

The  distinction  in  this  (see  ante^  p.  251)  respect  between  the 
different  parts  of  the  answer,  that  constituting  the  defence, 
and  that  constituting  the  examination  or  discovery — a  docu- 
ment forming  part  of  the  answer. — ^This  distinction  was  urged  by 
Wigram,  V.  G.  as  counsel  in  Hardman  v.  Ellamea,  2  M.  &  K.  p.  749 ;  and  also 
in  his  book,  PI.  384,  386,  420,  345,  348,  407,  393,  413,  17.  The  judgment  in 
Hardman  y.  Ellam€9  took  no  notice  of  this  argument :  but  the  documents 
were  as  a  matter  of  fact  ordered  to  be  produced  as  being  a  part  of  the  defence 
(deeds  declaring  the  uses  of  certain  fines),  and  they  were  in  fact  referred  to 
in  that  part  of  the  answer  which  constituted  the  defence :  see  Wigr.  Fl.  386. 
Lord  Cottenham  in  Melntoth  v.  G.  W.  R,  Co.  1  M.  &  G-.  73,  pp.  77,  78,  refers 
to  Hardman  y.  Ellames,  and  applies  it  to  the  case  of  a  document  referred  to 
in  that  part  of  the  answer  which  constituted  the  examination.  Here  the 
defendant  after  answering  certain  matters  stated  that  he  could  not  answer 
further  than  as  appeared  by  certain  documents  which  he  scheduled  and 
offered  to  produce,  and  then  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  answer  he  objected 
to  produce  them  as  privileged.  Entirely  different  considerations  arise  in 
sucn  a  case.  Assuming  that  the  party  is  bound  to  g^ye  the  information,  he 
cannot  insist  upon  the  protection  giyen  to  certain  documents  to  relieye  him- 
self from  giving  it :  see  Momifigton  y.  Jfomington,  2  J.  &  H.  697,  p.  705, 
and  postf  p.  365.  In  Mcintosh  y.  G.  W.  R,  Co.  the  plaintiff  had  by  the  offer 
to  produce  (see  Momington  y.  Momington^  pp.  700,  706)  elected  to  give  the 
information  by  production  of  the  documents,  and  therefore  they  must  be 
produced:  but  where  as  in  Momington  y.  Momington  a  very  similar  case 
there  was  no  such  offer,  no  such  election  was  deemed  to  be  made,  and  no 
production  was  ordered,  the  proper  course  being  to  except  to  the  answer  for 
insufficiency.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  Mr.  Hure,  in  Hare,  pp.  222—227, 
also  points  out  this  distinction  between  the  different  parts  or  functions  of  the 
answer,  and  remarks  in  respect  to  this  particular  question  that  the  distinction 
has  not  always  been  sufficiently  observed.  He  in  fact  considers  the  language 
of  Lord  £ldon  in  Atkint  y.  Wright^  14  Yes.  p.  214,  as  to  making  the  in- 
strument part  of  his  answer,  and  in  Frineess  of  Wales  y.  Liverpool,  1  Sw. 
pp.  121 — 122  (and  see  Farrer  y.  Hutchinson ,  Zi[.  &  G.  p.  691),  and  the  de- 
cisions of  Marsh  y.  SibbaJd  and  Evans  v.  Richard  (see  these  cases,  ante,  p.  253), 
as  having  application  only  to  instruments  referred  to  in  that  part  of  the 
answer  which  constitutes  the  examination  or  discovery  as  distinguished  from 
tiiat  part  which  constitutes  the  defence  and  an  inspection  of  which  is  neces- 
sary to  make  the  answer  perfect  and  so  a  part  of  the  answer  in  that  sense. 
See  also  the  Irish  cases  of  Fhelan  y.  Hamilton  and  Duntlas  y.  Blake  (dted 
ante,  p.  262)  and  Hunt  v.  Elmes,  27  Beav.  62,  and  A.  G,  y.  Lambe,  3  Y.  &  G. 
162,  following  Latimer  v.  Neate,  post. 

A  case  of  Latimer  v.  Neate,  4  Gl.  &  F.  470 :  1 1  Bligh,  112,  may  also  be  re- 
ferred to  in  this  connection.  There  it  was  held  that  where  a  defendant's 
liability  to  disclose  the  contents  of  a  document  had  been  established  by  the 
order  of  the  court  on  exceptions,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  be  content 
with  the  defendant's  statement  of  such  contents  but  entitled  to  see  the  docu- 
ment itself  to  see  whether  the  statement  was  correct :  that  in  fact  the  proper 
stage  at  which  to  take  the  objection  was  on  being  required  to  disclose  the 
contents  (see  Glover  v.  Hall,  2  rh..  p.  491,  cited  ante,  p.  252) ;  a  disclosure  of 
the  contents  resting  on  the  same  footing  as  actual  production  of  the  docu- 
ment :  see  also  ante,  p.  253.  The  following  passage  in  the  judgment  explains 
the  ground  taken  by  the  court  (see  this  case  also  considered  post,  p.  259,  in 
connection  with  the  subject  of  impeached  documents,  the  decision  having 
been  also  based  on  other  grounds).  **  If  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  that  pro- 
tection against  discovery  which  he  now  seeks  to  enforce,  the  order  was  wrong 
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in  allowing  the  exoeptions,  becanse  a  defendant  may  be  bonnd  to  state  in  his 
answer  and  desoiibe  the  documents :  he  may  be  compelled  to  admit  he  has 
each  documents  in  his  possession,  bat  not  compellable  to  state  the  contents  if 
he  is  entitled  to  protect  hJTnafllf  by  any  role  which  prevents  a  plaintiff  asking 
for  the  production  of  the  documents.  If  he  professes  to  set  out  the  document 
the  plamtiff  has  a  right  to  see  whether  he  has  stated  it  correctly  or  not  (see  also 
ante,  pp.  244, 293) .  Therefore  to  protect  himself  against  the  liability  to  produce 
the  document  he  should  take  his  stand  on  the  interrogatory  which  asks  him 
to  set  forth  the  particulars  of  the  deed  under  which  he  claims.  The  answer 
would  have  been  proper  if  it  had  said,  I  have  the  deeds  in  my  possession  but 
you  do  not  entitle  yourself  by  the  proceedings  to  see  the  contents  of  the 
documents.  If  the  defendant  chooses  to  pretend  to  give  a  discovery  the 
plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  take  that  representation  but  is  entitled  to  see  the 
documents'' :  4  CI.  &  F.  pp.  84,  85 :  11  Bligh,  p.  154.  The  reasons  for  this 
decision  are  disapproved  in  Wigr.  PI.  439.  First  as  a  matter  of  principle, 
on  the  ground  that  where  in  the  case  of  discovery  which  a  defendant  is  not 
bound  to  give  the  appropriate  mode  of  taking  the  objection  was  by  answer^ 
the  right  to  object  by  this  mode  bhould  remain  except  so  far  as  it  has  been 
actually  destroyed  by  answer :  secondly  on  the  ground  that  an  ingenious 
plaintiff  might  by  unfounded  charges  give  the  appearance  of  discovery  to 
such  a  statement  of  the  contents  of  a  d<x;ument  made  in  reality  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  defence,  and  so  cripple  the  defence  by  preventing  the  defendant 
from  setting  out  his  case  as  he  might  think  best,  or  by  subjecting  him  to  the 
production  of  a  document  which  the  rule  of  equity  entitled  him  to  withhold, 
whether  as  being  the  instrument  on  which  he  relied,  or  which  corroborated 
or  supported  his  case. 

An  admission  of  possession  was  necessary,  the  mere  reference 
not  being  held  equivalent  to  such  an  admission :  Hardnian  y. 
Ellames,  2  M.  &  K.  p.  766 :  Darwin  v.  Clark,  8  Ves.  158 : 
Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  121 :  JErskiney.  JBize^ 
2  Cox,  226 :  O'Connell  v.  Denny,  2  Ir.  Eq.  Eep.  246 :  even  if 
the  document  were  set  out:  Southwell  v.  Dali/,  10  Ir.  Eq. 
Rep.  7. 


(o)  As  to  the  Right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  see  Documents  which  he 
sought  to  hate  set  aside  or  reformed,  or  which  he  other^ 
wise  impeached,  or  which  he  specially  charged  to  support 
his  Case, 
These  documents  did  not  (see  ante,  pp.  251 — 252)  fall  within 
the  doctrine  of  HardmarfY.  Ellames,  necessitating  the  produc- 
tion of  documents  stated  or  referred  to  in  the  answer :  see 
ante  (b). 

Ab  to  documents  which  the  plaintiff  only  specially  charged 
to  support  his  case  there  never  was  any  real  doubt  but  that 
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by  properly  denying^  the  plaintifp's  charges  the  defendant  was 
in  just  as  good  a  position  for  resisting  production  as  if  no 
such  charges  had  been  made  :  see  for  instance  Smith  v.  JBeath 
fartf  1  Ha.  p.  623 :  Olover  v.  Hall,  cited  po8t,  p.  261 :  and  post, 
pp.  505 — 506,  discussing  the  point  more  fully :  a  contrary 
practice  being  as  unjust  as  a  contrary  practice  in  the  case  of 
documents  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  suit  to  impeach,  see 
post. 

As  to  documents  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  suit  to  set 
aside  reform  or  impeach  (see  as  to  documents  suspected  to  be 
forged  antey  p.  246),  there  was  some  doubt  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  see  them  in  spite  of  the  defendant's 
denial  of  the  allegations  on  which  the  claim  was  founded. 
But  it  was  ultimately  established  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
special  right  to  see  such  documents ;  that  the  question  was  to 
be  determined  by  the  general  rules  of  the  court  and  not  by 
any  rules  peculiar  to  the  oases  themselves :  that  the  object  of 
the  suit  could  not  alone  determine  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
discovery  in  oases  of  that  kind :  that  the  right  to  production 
must  depend  on  the  answer :  that  by  affecting  to  impeach  a 
deed  or  agreement  (but  see  as  to  an  agreement  post,  p.  266, 
referring  to  Rapson  v.  Cuhitt)  the  plaintiff  could  not  acquire 
a  right  to  see  it  if  the  grounds  of  the  impeachment  were  denied 
by  the  answer :  see  Wigr.  PI.  311—313  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1688 
—1689  :  A.  G,  v.  Thompson,  8  Ha.  pp.  113—114 :  Cn^p  v. 
Platel,  citodpostf-p.  261 :  JBassfordY,  Blakesky,  cited  joos^,  p.  261 : 
Dendy  v.  Cro««,  cited  post,  p.  262  :  Tyler  v.  Dra^n,  cited 
post,  p.  261 :  and  generally  the  cases  cited  post,  p.  261  to 
p.  263.  The  injustice  of  a  contrary  practice  has  often  been 
pointed  out.  A  party  would  invariably  make  a  charge  of 
that  nature  however  unfounded  in  order  to  procure  inspection 
of  the  document :  see  Wigr.  PI.  311,  313  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1688 
— 1689  :  Eepublic  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Erlanger,  aiieA,  post,  p.  262  : 
Cri^  V.  Platel :  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  1  Ha.  p.  523 :  and  see 
post,  p.  605. 

The  following  cases  are  those  which  were  relied  on  in 
support  of  the  contention  that  a  plaintiff  had  an  absolute 
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right  to  see  documents  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  suit  to 
set  aside  reform  or  impeach : — 

In  Beekford  y.  Wildman,  16  Yes.  436,  p.  438,  Lord  Eldon  sa^s,  « Where 
the  object  of  the  suit  ifi  to  destroy  the  deed  the  plaintiff  has  a  nght  to  hare 
it  produced  and  left  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  in  conrt  for  inspection,  &c.  as 
from  the  right  to  have  it  set  forth  in  the  answer  (but  qu.  as  to  any  such 
right  as  this)  the  consequence  follows  that  the  instrument  itself  should  be 
before  the  court  at  the  hearing" :  and  see  also  p.  441  *'  on  all  occasions  when 
its  production  mav  be  necessary."  In  Batch  v.  Symes,  T.  &  R.  87)  p.  92,  he 
says,  '*  Where  a  cleed  is  sought  to  be  impeached  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
have  it  produced,  and  no  lien  can  protect  the  defendant  from  producing  it, 
for  it  is  the  object  of  the  suit  that  the  deed  may  be  declared  a  nullity.  A 
considerable  question  however  may  arise  at  what  period*  of  the  cause  the 
production  can  be  compelled.  Beekford  v.  Wildman  was  a  suit  to  set  aside 
two  conveyances,  and  one  of  the  grounds  alleged  was  that  there  were  mate- 
rial yariations  between  the  two  deeds :  a  motion  was  therefore  made  that 
they  might  be  deposited  with  the  Master  for  safe  custody.  Lord  Eldon 
though  admitting  that  where  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  an  instrument 
would  not  be  produced  at  the  hearing  and  in  a  case  of  extreme  necessity  the 
conrt  w^ould  take  it  out  of  a  party's  hands  and  keep  it  in  Its  custody  in  order 
to  insure  its  production  at  me  hearing,  or  on  any  other  occasions  when  its 
production  might  be  necessary,  see  pp.  438,  441,  and  Princess  of  Wales  v. 
Zirerpool,  1  Sw.  p.  125,  (referring  as  an  instance  pp.  440,  441,  to  Addison  v. 
Walkei'y  a  suit  to  reform  a  deed  so  as  to  make  it  accord  with  a  certain  draft 
where  an  order  was  made  for  deposit  in  oonrt  of  the  draft,)  considered  that 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  would  not  warrant  him  in  making  any  other 
order  than  for  their  production  at  the  hearing:  (see  as  to  production  for  the 
purpose  of  safe  custody  ante^  p.  172).  Bakh  v.  Symes  was  a  suit  by  a  client 
against  her  solicitor  for  the  delivery  up  of  certain  title  deeds  and  the  cancel- 
lation of  certain  deeds  of  conveyance  to  him  of  her  property.  The  applica- 
tion was  that  the  deeds  might  be  deposited  for  inspection,  and  the  only 
ground  on  which  it  was  resisted  (and  ultimately  as  to  the  deeds  of  convey- 
ance the  inspection  was  consented  to)  was  a  claim  upon  them  by  way  of 
lien :  and  it  was  to  this  point  (as  to  which  see  posty  p.  263)  that  Lord  Eldon 
addressed  himself.  An  order  for  deposit,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  of 
the  conveyances  was  made. 

Neither  of  these  cases  were  regarded  in  Wigr.  PL  311  as  sanctioning  any 
such  proposition  as  that  a  document  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  suit  to 
impeach  must  of  necessity  be  produced  for  the  purpose  of  inspection.  The 
actual  decisions  certainly  do  not  support  it  nor  is  it  clear  that  Lord  Eldon 
ever  meant  to  lay  down  any  rule  of  such  a  nature. 

In  Beekford  y.  Wildman^  p.  441,  Lord  Eldon  (and  see  Hare,  pp.  240 — 241) 
seems  to  question  whether  in  such  a  case  the  impeached  deed  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  title  deed,  meaning  thereby  within  the  protection  afforded  to 
title  deeds  (as  to  which  see  post^  pp.  492—493).  But  the  view  put  forward  in 
Wigr.  PI.  313  is  that  as  soon  as  a  deed  is  executed  it  becomes  the  deed  of 
the  grantee  and  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  production  as  any  other  of  his 
title  deeds  (and  so  Tyler  v.  Drayton^  see  post,  p.  261) :  otherwise  a  vendor  or 
mortgagor  would  retain  a  running  interest  in  the  deed  he  had  executed  to 


*  See  also  an  Irish  case  Sicift  y.  MeTemanj  13  Ir.  Eq.  119,  where,  following 
Beekford  v.  Williams,  an  order  on  the  defendant  for  production  only  at  the 
hearing  was  made  of  a  lease  which  it  was  alleged  had  been  altered,  the 
plaintiff's  application  for  its  production  before  trial  for  submission  to  wit- 
nesses being  refused. 
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which  he  might  give  effect  merely  by  seeking  to  impeach  it.*  These  oon- 
sideratioiis  however  did  not  apply  where  the  document  sought  to  be  im- 
peached was  only  an  agreement :  see  Hapson  v.  Cubitty  cited  po9ty  p.  266. 

The  only  other  case  which  lent  any  support  to  the  proposition  was  Neate 
V.  LaiirMTf  2  Y.  &  0.  267.  The  jud^ent  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron, 
pp.  262 — 263,  certainly  contains  passages  which  tend  in  that  direction.  He 
suggests  for  instance  a  case  where  a  mortgagor  (see  as  to  a  mortgagor's 
right  to  discovery  post,  p.  542)  charges  that  the  mortgage  deed  has  been 
falsified  by  insertmg  a  larger  sum  than  he  ever  received,  or  a  case  where  a 
second  mortgagee  charges  that  the  first  mortgagee  and  mortgagor  have 
colluded  to  mduce  him  to  lend  money  on  the  faith  of  a  certain  sum  only 
being  due  on  the  first  mortgage,  and  Uiat  now  a  larger  sum  is  alleged  to  be 
duo :  in  each  of  which  cases  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  considered  that  produc- 
tion should  be  ordered  as  evidence  of  the  fraud.  The  suit  was  brought  by  a 
judgment  creditor  to  impeach  an  assignment  made  by  the  debtor  to  the 
defendant  and  to  obtain  payment  out  of  property  comprised  in  the  assign- 
ment, the  plaintiff  however  offering  to  repay  ihe  defendant  any  monies 
actually  paid  by  him  to  the  debtor  on  such  assignment,  and  therefore  making 
the  suit  virtually  one  for  redemption  against  a  defendant  setting  up  an 
absolute  title :  (see  Glover  v.  Hallf  2  Fhill.  p.  491.)  An  order  was  made  for 
production  of  i^e  assignment 'mainly  from  the  ])oint  of  view  above  stated 
(and  x>artly  also,  p.  263,  on  the  ground  that  as  it  must  be  produced  at  the 
hearing  it  might  as  well  be  produced  at  once,  as  to  which  see  antCy  p.  151). 
This  Older  was  afiirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  11  Bligh,  112,  but  on  totally 
different  grounds.  The  decision  rested,  as  was  there,  p.  156,  and  also  sub- 
sequently in  Glover  v.  Hallj  2  Pb.  pp.  490—491  explained  (and  see  Wigr. 
PI.  312,  313),  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant's  answer  was  evasive  and 
contradictory  and  that  his  liability  to  set  out  tlie  contents  of  the  deed  in  his 
answer  having  been  established  by  an  order  of  the  court  its  production  was 
a  matter  of  course  (as  to  which  see  antey  p.  255) :  cases  like  Bechford  v. 
Wildtnan  and  Balch  v.  Sytnea  havlug  (see  p.  149)  nothing  to  do  with  tiie 
ratio  decidendi. 

AU  these  cases  together  with  PilkingUm  v.  Himsworthy  cited  anUy  p.  249  : 
Kennedy  v.  Green,  cited  potty  p.  261 :  Feneott  v.  Clarkey  cited  posty  p.  261 : 
and  Tf/ler  v.  Dray  tony  fated  post  y  p.  261 :  were  referred  to  in  Wigr.  PL  311 — 
313,  and  the  above  conclusion  arrived  at. 

The  denial  of  the  charges  of  course  only  left  matters  as 
they  would  have  been  if  no  such  charges  had  been  made  so 
far  as  regards  actual  production  of  the  document,  that  is  to 
say  protection  must  still  have  been  claimed  for  it  in  the  ordi- 
nary way  as  exclusively  evidencing  or  relatiug  to  his  own 
case :  see  post^  p.  487.  According  to  the  phraseology  adopted 
in  Wigr.  PI.  403,  and  see  post^  p.  483  n.  where  a  purely 
defensive  document  was  impeached  its  defensive  character 
was  preserved  by  denying  the  impeaching  statements  and 
lost  by  failing  to  meet  them. 

In  order  to  entitle  himself  to  withhold  from  production  a 


♦  The  views  put  forward  in  Wigr.  PI.  314,  in  partial  continuation  of  this 
point  are  discussed  in  another  place,  see  post,  p.  483  n. 
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document  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  set  aside  or  reform  or 
otherwise  impeached  or  which  he  specially  charged  to  support 
his  case,  the  defendant  must  negative  or  meet  every  allegation 
made  by  the  plaintiflE  as  foundation  for  his  claim  or  charge. 
It  was  not  enough  to  negative  generally  the  claim  or  charge : 
Crow  V.  Tyrrelly  2  Mad.  p.  409 :  Evans  v.  Harris^  2  V.  &  B. 
361 :  Hardman  v.  EUanies^  5  Sim.  p.  650 ;  Sugd.  V.  &  P. 
789—790  :  Eedes.  PI.  239 :  Jones  v.  Davis,  16  Ves.  pp.  264— 
265.  A  mere  general  averment  may  be  only  a  legal  con- 
clusion which  the  party  conceives  may  be  drawn :  Harris  v. 
Harris,  3  Ha.  p.  453.  For  instance  it  was  not  enough  to 
deny  notice  generally :  the  circumstances  and  facts  alleged  as 
evidence  of  notice  must  have  been  denied :  Senhouse  v.  Earl, 
2  Yes.  450:  Radford  v.  Wilson,  3  Atk.  815.  Eveiy  fact 
charged  from  which  the  court  would  construe  notice  must 
have  been  denied :  otherwise  the  party  was  judging  for  him- 
self what  was  constructive  notice,  whereas  it  was  for  the  court 
to  do  so :  Jerrardy.  Saunders,  2  Yes.  jim.  pp.  187 — 188 :  and 
see  post,  p.  537,  as  to  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice. 
See  also  post,  p.  505,  as  to  the  position  of  a  party  where  his 
opponent  has  made  charges  as  to  a  document  inconsistent 
with  the  view  that  they  exclusively  evidence  or  relate  to  his 
own  case. 

Where  the  allegations  were  not  satisfactorily  met  pro- 
duction would  be  ordered :  Kennedy  v.  Green,  cited  post,  p. 
261 :  or  where  they  were  admitted  and  explained :  Cannock 
V.  Jauncey,  cited  post,  p.  262:  so  where  there  were  sus- 
picious circumstances :  see  Bassford  v.  Blakesley,  cited  post, 
p.  261 :  Fencott  v.  Clarke,  cited  post,  p.  261. 

So  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  in  some  cases  that 
where  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  in  the  relation  of 
client  and  solicitor  this  constituted  a  ground  for  ordering 
production:  see  Davis  v.  Parry,  and  Patch  v.  Ward,  cited 
post,  p.  263  (but  see  Dendy  v.  Cross,  cited  post,  p.  262,  contra) : 
and  Batch  v.  Symes,  cited  2>ost,  p.  263. 

It  may  be  suggested  that  where  the  ground  of  impeach- 
ment is  dehors  the  deed,  as  for  instance  where  it  is  f oimded 
on  the  relationship  between  the  parties,  its  production  may 
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be  immaterial :  see  Wigr.  PI.  311 :  and  Itejmblic  of  Costa  Rica 
V.  Erlanger^  argaendo,  p.  41. 

The  following  are  the  eases  on  the  subject  of  this  sub- 
section :  Beckford  v.  Wildrnwiy  Batch  v.  Synies  and  Latimer  v. 
Neate  have  been  set  out  and  considered  ante^  pp.  258,  259 : 
other  cases  where  charges  affecting  particular  documents  have 
been  made  are  cited  and  discussed  ^os^,  pp.  505 — 508. 

In  Tyler  y.  Drayton,  2  S.  &  S.  309  (and  see  antCy  p.  254)  a  parchase  was 
impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  inadequate  consideration;  the  de- 
fendant denying  these  charges,  the  purchase  deeds  were  protected,  being 
regarded  apparently  as  evidence  not  of  the  plaintiff's  but  of  the  defendant's 
title. 

In  CrUp  V.  Platel,  8  Beav.  62,  a  suit  to  redeem  certain  mortgages  but 
impeaching  the  validity  of  one  mortgage,  Lord  Langdale  refused  to  order 
inspection  of  the  last-mentioned  mortgage  deed,  for,  if  a  mere  allegation  that 
a  mortgage  was  bad  and  was  contested  would  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  produc- 
tion, a  defendant  might  be  deprived  in  every  case  of  his  right  to  resist 
production. 

In  Glover  v.  Sally  2  Ph.  484,  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  term  of  years  in  some 
property,  alleging  that  the  deed  by  which  the  defendant  asserted  the  term  to 
nave  passed  to  the  person  through  whom  he  claimed  conveyed  only  a  life 
interest  therein.  The  defendant,  denying  the  plaintiff's  allegations  setting 
forth  the  contents  of  the  deed  in  his  answer  (as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  255)  and 
saying  that  the  document  evidenced  his  own  title  and  not  the  plaintiff's,  was 
protected  from  producing  tho  deed :  see  also  Stroud  v.  Deacon,  1  Yes.  37, 
cited  po8t,  p.  505. 

In  Bassford  v.  JBlakesley,  6  Beav.  131,  p.  133,  Lord  Langxlale  considered 
that  though,  where  the  bill  alleged  that  deeds  had  been  obtained  by  fraud, 
and  the  answer  denied  the  fraud  and  stated  the  deeds,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  an  order  for  production,  yet  the  court  must  look  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  an  order  for  production  that  the  defendant  should  admit  the 
nuud.  Accordingly  in  this  case,  where  it  was  being  sought  to  set  aside  con- 
veyances aUeged  to  have  been  made  by  an  old  man  (the  plaintiff)  to  his 
nephew  the  defendant  almost  without  consideration,  it  was  considered  rea- 
sonable looking  at  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  order  their  production. 
So  in  Fencott  v.  Clarke,  6  Sim.  8,  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  voluntary  conveyance 
obtained  from  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  production  of  the  conveyance  was 
ordered. 

Where  a  plaintiff  sought  to  impeach  a  deed,  which  was  in  fact  an  assign- 
ment of  a  mortgage,  on  the  ground  that  when  she  signed  the  receipt  at  the 
back  the  deed  was  folded  down  so  that  she  could  not  see  what  she  was  signing, 
and  aUeged  that  if  it  were  produced  it  would  so  appear,  the  defendant, 
though  he  denied  all  notice  of  any  fraud  having  been  practised  on  the  plain- 
tiff, and  claimed  to  be  a  mortgagee  of  the  property,  was  ordered  to  produce 
the  deed  on  the  ground  that  certain  suspicious  circumstances  were  alleged  to 
appear  on  the  back  of  the  deed  itself  wluch  would  tend  to  show  the  mtud, 
and  there  was  no  denial  of  notice  of  these  circumstances  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  such  as  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  (see  post,  p.  538) 
must  make  in  respect  of  all  allegations  tending  to  show  notice  of  the  fraud  : 
Kennedy  v.  Green,  6  Sim.  6 :  and  see  Wigr.  PI.  311. 

Phillips  V.  Evans,  2  Y.  &  G.  C.  G.  648,  was  a  suit  for  redemption  and 
account  against  mortgagees  (executors  of  the  original  mortgagee)  in  posses- 
sion. The  plaintiffs  aUeged  that  the  mortgagee  had  notice  of  the  mortgagor's 
insolvency  on  taking  a  certain  further  charge,  and  that  such  notice  would 
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appear  from  recitals  in  the  writing  of  further  charge  and  from  the  date 
thereof  and  from  endorsements  made  upon  the  original  mortgage :  the  defen- 
dants stated  their  ignorance  whether  the  mortgagee  had  notice  and  set  out 
the  memorandum  endorsed  on  the  mortgage.  Kmght  Brace,  V.  C.  gfave  the 
following  judgment :  **  This  is  a  hill  filed  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  and  it  is 
not  disputed  that  the  only  question  is  what  amount  the  plaintiff  is  to  pay, 
which  depends  on  the  contents  of  the  indorsement  upon  the  mortgage  deed 
and  the  time  when  the  indorsement  was  executed.  The  defendant  sets  out 
the  instrument  whic^  appears  to  he  expressed  in  the  first  person  and  to  he 
contained  in  a  few  lines  which  he  says  are  the  effect  of  that  instrument. 
Considering  the  manner  in 'which  the  document  is  set  out  (see  Hardman  v. 
Ellames^  ante^  p.  251)  the  nature  of  the  suit  and  the  circumstances  relating 
to  the  insolvency  of  the  mortgagor  including  the  date  of  the  indorsement, 
I  think  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  should  see  the  indorsement." 

In  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  v.  ErlangerjU.  R.  19  Eq.  33,  where  the  plaintiffs 
impeached  certain  accounts  between  themselves  and  the  mortgagees  and  in 
fact  denied  that  there  was  anything  due  at  all,  Malins,  V.  G.  refused  to  order 
production  of  certain  bonds  held  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagees  by  a  defendant, 
who  was  being  cross-examined  before  a  special  examiner,  on  the  ground  that 
great  mischief  might  be  occasioned  by  their  production  and  probably  no 
benefit,  and  that  it  was  a  case  in  which  according  to  Basaford  v.  BlakesUif^ 
(antCf  p.  133),  he  might  exercise  his  discretion. 

Where  a  mortgagee  purchased  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  mortgaged 
property  from  a  trustee  under  circumstances  which  affected  him  with  notice 
of  a  trust,  the  cestui  quo  trust,  offering  to  redeem  him,  was  held  entitled  to 
production  of  the  conveyance:  Smith  v.  Barnes,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  65. 

In  Jones  y.  Joms,  ^^Ji  '^PP-  P-  ^»  production  was  ordered  (the  circum- 
stances being  very  special)  of  a  deed  which  the  defendant  asserted  to  be  an 
absolute  conveyance  to  himself  but  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  to  have  been 
deposited  by  way  of  security  only  for  money  which  had  since  been  paid  off. 

On  the  other  hand  in  Dendy  y.  Cross,  11  Beav.  91,  where  the  plaintiff 
charged  that  a  certain  deed  purporting  to  be  an  absolute  assigfnment  of  pro- 
perty to  the  defendant  (his  solicitor,  see  ante,  p.  260)  was  in  reality  made  on 
an  understanding  that  the  property  was  to  be  restored  to  him  in  certain 
events,  and  the  defendant  denied  the  charge,  production  was  refused. 

In  Cannock  v.  Jauncey,  1  Dr.  427,  a  suit  for  redemption  by  a  second  mort- 
gagee against  a  first  mortgagee  (by  transfer)  who  claimed  to  tack  a  judg- 
ment debt,  the  plaintiff  relied  on  a  conveyance  containing  a  recital  that  the 
judgment  debt  had  been  paid  off :  the  defendant  set  out  the  recital  in  his 
answer,  and  explained  it  by  saying  that  the  object  of  the  recital  was  only  to 
dear  the  estate  and  that  the  deed  would  therefore  not  assist  the  plaintiff  (^see 
as  to  this  point  Smith  v.  Beaufort  discussed  post,  p.  506).     It  was  held  tliat 

Srim&  facie  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  see  the  deed,  and  that  though  the 
efendant  by  virtue  of  his  position  as  mortgagee  (see  post,  p.  544)  might 
withhold  its  production  yet  inasmuch  as  the  mortgage  money  had  been  paid 
off  (the  money  had  boon  paid  since  the  institution  of  the  suit)  such  right  in 
him  as  mortgagee  no  longer  existed,  and  therefore  there  was  nothing  to  in- 
terfere with  the  plaintiff's  title  to  haye  inspection  of  it. 

In  Xcesom  v.  Clarkson,  C.  P.  Coop.  93,  the  defendant,  a  purchaser  for 
yaluable  consideration  without  notice,  was  ordered  to  produce  a  deed  anterior 
to  the  purchase  deed  containing  recitals  set  out  in  the  answer  and  relied  on 
by  the  plaintiff  as  showing  express  or  implied  notice.  In  Addis  y.  Campbell, 
1  Beay.  258,  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  purchase  of  a  reversionary  interest  by  a 
person  through  whom  the  defendant  claimed,  the  defendant  asserting  that 
the  purchase  was  bon&  fide  and  fair,  production  of  the  conveyance  and  other 
documents  was  ordered,  an  affidavit  being  allowed  to  be  read  for  the  purpose 
of  verifying  a  letter  referred  to  in  the  bill  and  neither  admitted  nor  denied 
by  the  answer  from  which  it  would  appear  that  the  purchaser  was  affected 
with  notice  of*  a  previous  transaction  which  might  invalidate  the  purchase. 
See  as  to  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  poit,  p.  535. 


DOCUMENTS  REFERRED  TO  IN  PLEADINGS  OR  AFFIDAVITS.    263 

Where  a  party  entitled  to  a  legacy  secured  by  a  term  of  years  brought  an 
action  agpainst  the  trustees  of  the  term  and  the  mortgagees  from  them  of  the 
term,  charging  the  latter  with  such  knowledge  as  made  them  parties  to  a 
breach  of  trust  on  taking  the  mortgage,  and  asking  that  they  should  be 
postponed  to  his  claims  in  respect  of  the  legacy,  the  mortgagees  denying  the 
charge,  no  production  of  the  mortgage  was  ordered,  for  it  was  not  suggested 
that  the  deed  contained  anything  to  support  the  plaintiff's  case,  nor  was 
there  anything  to  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule  (see  postj  p.  543)  protecting 
a  mortgagee  from  producing  his  deeds :  Howard  v.  Sobiwfonf  4  Drew.  522, 
also  discussed  ante^  p.  252. 

In  Greenwood  v.  Itothwell,  7  Beav.  291,  a  case  of  some  complication  pro- 
duction of  various  deeds  was  refused. 

See  also  Addison  v.  Walker ,  cited  post ^  pp.  538,  545. 

In  a  suit  by  a  party  against  his  solicitor  to  set  aside  a  mortgage  made  to 
him  on  the  ground  of  pressure  and  surprise  production  should  it  was  con- 
sidered be  OTClered  in  spite  of  the  alleged  pressure  and  surprise  being  denied, 
the  professional  relationship  constituting  a  ground  for  tiudng  it  out  of  the 
ordinary  rule  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee :  J)avi8  v.  Parry ^  4  Jur.  N.  S.  431. 
In  a  suit  to  open  a  foreclosure  decree  and  for  redemption  against  a  person 
who  had  acted  as  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff  (mortgagor)  in  a  mortgage  trans- 
action and  also  for  the  mortgagee  and  had  subsequently  acquired  the  mort- 
gage by  transfer,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  resist  the  production 
of  deeds  prepared  by  him  as  such  solicitor  as  if  he  were  in  the  position  merely 
of  a  thii^  party:  PaUh  v.  Ward,  L.  B.  I  Eq.  436  (see  this  case  also  cited 
post^  p.  382) :  see  however  Bendy  v.  Cross,  cited  ante,  p.  262,  where  production 
was  withheld  in  spite  of  the  relationship  of  solicitor  and  client.  In  BaUh  t. 
Symesy  T.  &  B.  87  (see  ante,  p.  258)  Lord  Eldon,  p.  92,  considered  that  no 
Hen  of  a  solicitor  could  entitle  him  to  withhold  from  production  at  some 
period  of  the  cause  a  document  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  suit  to  im- 
peach :  and  on  the  same  page  he  says  '*  where  a  person  executes  a  deed  in 
favour  of  her  own  solicitor  and  reserves  to  herself  a  life  interest  and  a  power 
of  revocation  it  is  quite  impossible  for  the  solicitor  to  refuse  to  produce  the 
deed :  it  is  his  duty  to  leave  a  counterpart  of  it  in  the  hands  of  his  client .  .  . 
so  with  respect  to  a  will,  an  instrument  which  may  be  altered  even  in  articulo 
mortis,  and  on  which  a  solicitor  can  have  no  lien :  see  as  to  a  solicitor's  lien 
ante,  p.  205 :  and  especially  in  connection  with  the  above  passage,  ante,  p. 
205. 

As  to  doGuments  subordinate  or  subsequent  to  an  impeaohed 
document. 

It  was  considered  in  Jones  y.  Jones,  "Ktij,  App.  p.  9,  that  A,  G.  r.  Ellison, 
4  Sim.  238,  established  the  proposition  that,  where  in  cases  of  this  kind  it 
was  oonsidered  proper  to  order  production  of  impeached  documents,  all  that 
proceeded  from  them  and  rested  upon  that  foundation  must  be  produced  just 
as  the  original  documents  themselves;  and  accordingly  production  was 
ordered  of  a  particular  receipt  which  was  deemed  to  have  become  a  part  of 
the  title  to  the  property  which  was  impeached.  But  see  ante,  p.  23,  as  to 
the  decision  in  A,  G.  y.  JSllison, 


m.  The  old  Cotnrnon  Law  Practice  as  to  Documents  relied  on 
as  the  Foundation  of  the  Action  or  of  the  Defence, 

At  common  law  the  practice  ultimately  was  to  allow  a  party 
inspection  of  any  document  relied  on  by  his  opponent  as  the 


r 
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foundation  of  the  action  or  of  his  defence  as  the  case  might 
be,  whether  actually  stated  or  referred  to  or  not.  This  practice 
was  altogether  independent  of  the  powers  conferred  on  the 
common  law  courts  by  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts.  It  had  its  origin 
partly  in  the  practice  of  profert  and  oyer  and  partly  in  what 
was  called  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction. 


Profert  and  oyer. 

The  practice  of  profert  and  oyer,  which  was  abolished  by  the  G.  L.  P.  Act, 
section  65,  see  poity  p.  265,  was  to  the  foUowing  effect.  Where  a  party  relied 
upon  an  instrument  under  seal  in  his  pleading  and  it  was  in  his  possession 
he  was  bound  to  make  profert  of  it,  that  is  to  say  he  must  have  averred  that 
he  brought  it  into  court :  the  other  party  could  then  demand  oyer  of  it,  that 
is  to  say  have  it  read  to  him.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  deed  was  not  brought 
by  the  party  into  court  or  read  to  the  other  party,  but  a  copy  was  given  to 
him :  Penarth,  ^e.  Co.  v.  Cardiff,  ic  Co.  7  0.  B.  N.  S.  p.  824 :  Tidd,  Pr.  586 : 
Day,  C.  L.  P.  90—91 :  Turquand  v.  Bennett,  7  C.  B.  179  :  note  in  6  M.  &  G. 
p.  274  :  Lush,  Pr.  836 :  2  Saunders,  712 :  Bead  v.  Brookman,  3  T.  B.  161 : 
Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  pp.  116,  117,  119,  124. 

In  Httnt  V.  Hewitt,  7  Exch.  p.  243,  it  is  stated  that  originally  it  applied  to 
some  instruments  only,  but  that  by  usage  it  was  with  certain  conditions 
extended  to  all.  It  appears  however  to  have  been  confined  to  instruments 
under  seal,  such  as  deeds  letters  testamentary  or  lettera  of  administration : 
see  Day,  0.  L.  P.  90 :  2  Saund.  712—713. 

The  equitable  common  law  jurisdiction. 

By  the  equitable  jurisdiction  (originated  by  Lord  Mansfield  according  to 
Lord  Eldon,  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  120,  to  save  tiie  expense 
of  resorting  to  equity :  but  see  TArelfall  v.  Webster,  1  Bing.  p.  173 :  or  dating 
back  to  Charles  II.  according  to  other  authorities :  see  Pritehett  v.  Smart,  7 
C.  B.  p.  630)  a  party  was  allowed  pending  an  action  to  inspect  or  have  copies 
of  certain  documents  in  his  adversary's  possession  where  it  was  necessary  he 
should  so  inspect  or  have  copies  of  them  in  order  to  the  framing  of  his 

S leading  or  the  maintaining  of  his  claim  or  defence :  the  documents  being 
ocuments  to  which  he  was  a  party  either  in  fact  or  in  interest,  and  held  by 
the  adversary  upon  a  trust  express  or  implied  to  produce  them  when  necessary 
for  the  use  of  the  party  demanding  inspection :  Lush,  Pr.  837,  839 :  Arch. 
Pr.  1164—1165  :  Day,  C.  L.  P.  297  :  Pickering  v.  Noyes,  1 B.  &  Cr.  263  :  Powell 
V.  Bradbury,  4  C.  B.  p.  642 :  Devenage  v.  Bouverie,  8  Bing.  1 :  Pritehett  v. 
Smart,  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  p.  212:  7  C.  B.  p.  628:  Sunt  v.  Hewitt,  7  Exch. 
p.  243:  Threlfall  v.  Webster,  I  Bing.  p.  163:  Bateman  v.  Phillips,  4  Taunt. 
161 :  2  Saund.  224—227 :  Owen  v.  Nickson,  3  E.  &  E.  p.  607 :  Hodgson  v. 
Warden,  1  D.  &  L.  286. 

This  practice  might  have  been  discussed  j70«^,  in  Chapter  VII.  in  connection 
with  documents  in  which  the  applicant  has  an  interest  of  the  nature  of  pro- 
perty or  such  an  interest  as  that  the  holder  of  them  is  deemed  to  hold  them 
as  a  quasi  trustee  for  or  on  behalf  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  applicant :  and  see 
the  note  to  R.  v.  Newcastle,  referred  to  post,  p.  281 :  it  is  however  more  con- 
venient to  review  it  here. 

The  party  must  be  a  party  in  interest :  Smith  v.  Winter,  3  K.  &  W.  309  : 
Bateliffe  v.  Bleasly,  3  Bing.  148,  p.  150 :  Bevenage  v.  Bouverie,  8  Bing.  p.  3: 
King  v.  King,  4  Taimt.  656.  Lispection  would  not  therefore  be  aUowed  of 
a  deed  which  the  applicant  had  reused  to  execute,  though  otherwise  of  the 
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draft  agreed  upon  between  the  parties :  Ratcliffe  y.  Bleatly,    But  the  party 
holding  it  need  not  have  executed  it :  Morrow  v.  Saunders^  1  B.  &  B.  318. 

Originally  it  seems  to  have  been  confined  to  cases  where  there  was  only 
one  copy  or  part  of  an  instrument  and  the  party  held  it  as  a  quasi  trustee : 
Doe  d.Child  v.  Hoe,  1  £.  &  B.  p.  284 :  Fnee  v.  Harrison,  8  C.  B.  N.  8.  pp.  634— 
637 :  Neale  y.  Swind,  2  Cr.  &  J.  278  :  Lu£h,  Fr.  839.  Where  there  were  two 
parts  executed  interchang'eably  or  more  than  one  copy  and  the  duplicate 
counterpart  or  copy  was  lost  or  destroyed,  the  strict  rule  was  that  there  was 
no  right  to  inspection :  Lush,  Pr.  839 :  Streei  v.  Brown,  6  Taunt.  302 :  Wood^ 
cock  y.  Worthington,  2  Y.  &  J.  4 :  Archb.  Pr.  1166.  But  a  lessor  was  held 
entitled  to  inspection  of  a  lease  on  production  of  an  affidavit  that  he  had  no 
counterpart:  Doe  d.  Avery  y.  Langfwd,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  216  :  Doe  d.  y.  Slight, 
1  Dowl.  163:  Doedi.  y.  Roe,  1  M.  &  W.  207  :  but  see  PoWwa  y.  Goring,  4  Bing. 
162 :  Origin  y.  Smythe,  8  Dowl.  p.  493. 

Subsequently  it  was  extended  so  as  to  include  every  case  where  the  party 
seeking  inspection  had  an  Interest  in  the  document :  Price  v.  Harrison,  8  C.  B. 
N.  S.  p.  634  ;  and  aeePriUheU  y.  Smart,  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  p.  212 :  7  C.  B.  p.  628. 
It  was  not  confined  to  instruments  inter  partes :  it  extended  (ultimately  see 
Bluck  v.  Gompertz,  7  Exch.  p.  70  and  Threlfall  y.  Webster,  1  Bing.  p.  163 
and  post,  p.  268 :  but  earlier  according  to  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw. 
pp.  116 — 117)  to  bills  notes  and  other  securities:  Lush,  Pr.  839;  and  see 
Taylor  y.  Quinlin,  2  Jx.  Jur.  72,  Q.  B.  (inspection  by  defendant  sued  as  nuiker 
of  a  promissory  note). 

The  word  '*  trustee'*  was  not  used  in  its  strict  technical  sense  but  was 
applied  wherever  the  court  saw  that  the  party  had  in  equity  and  justice  an 
interest  in  the  document :  Price  v.  Harrison,  p.  633  :  and  see  Oicen  v.  Nickson, 
3  E.  &  E.  p.  607. 

An  agent  was  considered  to  be  in  this  sense  a  trustee  for  his  principal  of 
books  in  which  entries  were  made  of  business  transacted  for  the  principal : 
Jones  v.  Palmer,  4  Dowl.  446 :  Archb.  Pr.  1 166 :  a  broker  for  instance : 
Browning  y.  Aylmer,  7  B.  &  0.  204 :  and  see  PHtchctt  y.  Smart,  7  0.  B, 
pp.  628—629. 

The  practice  of  profeit  and  oyer  was  abolished  by  the 
C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  sect.  55 :  Day,  C.  L.  P.  90—91.  But  it 
was  held  that  the  intention  of  the  act  was  merely  to  abolish 
the  particular  form  of  procedure  and  not  to  diminish  the 
right  to  inspection,  and  that  this  right  would  be  exercised 
under  the  equitable  jurisdiction  which  remained  imtouched 
by  the  act :  Penarth^  8fc.  Co.  v.  Cardiff^  8fc.  Co.  7  C.  B.  N.  S. 
pp.  823—826 :  Child  v.  Roe,  1 E.  &  B.  p.  285 :  Webb  v.  Adkins, 
14  C.  B.  401  (where  the  action  was  stayed  imtil  production 
of  the  probate).  Accordingly  in  the  first-mentioned  case,  an 
fiwjtion  for  diverting  water  from  a  stream,  the  defendants  were 
ordered  to  allow  inspection  of  a  deed  on  which  they  relied  as 
giving  them  the  right  to  take  the  water,  for  profert  must  have 
been  made  of  it. 

Under  the  equitable  jurisdiction  thus  enlarged  in  its  scope 
it  was  held  that  whenever  a  party  relied  on  an  instrument 
whether  under  seal  or  not  as  the  foundation  of  his  claim  or  / 
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defence  the  adversary  was  entitled  (or  "  the  court  has  power  " 
as  put  in  Child  v.  Roe^  1  E.  &  B.  p.  284)  to  inspect  it :  Price  v. 
Harrison^  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  p.  635  :  Penarth^  8fc,  Co.  v.  Cardiff^  Sfc, 
Co,  7  0.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  825, 828 :  unless  the  court  saw  that  the 
application  was  made  for  an  improper  purpose :  Owen  v. 
Nickson,  3  E.  &  E.  p.  608  :  though  involving  a  disclosure  of 
the  party's  own  title :  Price  v.  Harrison^  p.  635 ;  and  though 
the  instrument  was  not  actually  referred  to  in  the  pleading, 
if  in  fact  and  when  it  appeared  that  it  was  the  foundation  of 
the  action  or  defence :  ibid,  p.  636,  where  the  agreement  must 
have  been  in  writing  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds :  ibid. 
p.  635  commenting  on  Shadicell  v.  Sfuidtcell^  6  0.  B.  N.  S. 
679  and  Charnock  v.  Lumleyj  5  So.  438  where,  as  being 
within  the  spirit  though  not  the  letter  of  the  rule,  inspection 
was  ordered  of  an  agreement  by  which  the  rights  of  the 
parties  would  be  controlled :  (see  also  a  chancery  case  of 
Rajyson  v.  Cubitty  7  Jur.  77,  cited  ante,  p.  259,  a  suit  to  set 
aside  an  agreement  for  the  compromise  of  a  previous  action 
between  the  same  parties  where  Knight  Bruce,  V.  0.  was  of 
opinion  that  according  to  all  principle  and  authority  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  inspect  it  and  also  the  draft,  for  it 
contained  terms  to  be  performed  by  both  parties)  :  but  in- 
spection would  not  be  ordered  if  it  was  a  mere  surmise  and 
suggestion  by  the  party  that  he  believed  the  opposite  party 
would  rely  on  certain  letters  ;  Penarthy  8fc.  Co.  v.  Cardiff,  Sfc. 
Co.  p.  825 :  Price  v.  Harrison,  pp.  635—636  commenting  on 
Shadicell  v.  Do,  where,  the  defendants,  executors,  pleading 
that  the  agreement  on  which  the  action  was  brought  had 
been  rescinded,  the  plaintiflE  was  refused  inspection  of  a  letter 
on  which  he  believed  they  intended  to  rely  :  and  see  Jessel  v. 
Millinger,  1  M.  &  So.  607:  and  Jones  v.  Hargreaves,  29 
L.  J.  Ex.  368 :  and  see  post,  p.  269. 

Both  in  Penarth,  ^c.  Co.  v.  Cardiff,  8fc.  Co.  and  in  Price  v. 
Harriwn  the  principles  laid  down  by  Lord  Cottenham  in 
Hardnian  v.  Ellames  (see  ante,  p.  251)  are  referred  to  and 
approved  as  being  in  harmony  with  the  common  law  practice : 
but  qu.  see  ante,  p.  254. 

In  Friee  y.  Sarrison  the  documents  which  the  defendant  was  allowed  to 
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inspect  were  certain  letters  written  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  which  he  believed 
contained  the  ag^reement  on  which  the  action  was  brought,  of  which  he  had 
no  copies,  and  which  it  was  material  he  should  see  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
plead  to  the  action :  if  they  were  only  eyidence  of  the  agreement  they  fell 
within  the  rule  :  Erie,  G.  J.  ibid.  p.  633.  The  writer  hf^  a  right  to  say, 
**  Let  me  see  my  letter  in  order  to  see  what  contract  I  have  entered  into  :  " 
such  a  case  was  as  strong  a  case  of  trusteeship  in  the  sense  in  which  this  word 
was  used  as  could  well  be  conceived.     See  Benjamin  v.  Saulez,  post,  p.  268. 

So  a  defendant  to  a  breach  of  promise  action  was  entitled  to  see  letters 
written  by  him  containing  the  alleged  promise :  Stone  v.  Strange,  34  L.  J. 
Ex.  72 :  and  see  other  cases,  poat,^,  515 :  and  see  Frice  v.  Sarrison,  p.  629, 
disapproving  GoodliJfY.  Fuller,  H  M.  &  W.  4,  where  the  defendant  was  re- 
fused inspection  of  letters  from  the  plaintiff  to  himself  alleged  to  contain  a 
release  of  the  promise.  In  an  earlier  case,  Hamer  v.  Sowerby,  3  L.  T.  734, 
inspection  was  refused  as  being  in  the  nature  of  a  fishing  application  to  see 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action. 

A  defendant  was  allowed  to  see  a  letter,  of  which  he  had  no  copy,  written 
by  his  agent,  constitutins'  the  agreement  on  which  the  plaintiff  sued,  the 
latter  being  deemed  to  hold  it  as  trustee :  Blogg  v.  Kent,  6  Bing.  614. 

Inspection  of  the  letter  or  memorandum  of  guarantee  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff sued  was  ordered  in  Bluck  v.  Oompertz,  7  Ezch.  67. 

Inspection  of  the  written  assents  to  a  deed  of  inspectorship  under  section 
192  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  was  ordered  in  favour  of  a  creditor  against 
the  trustees  on  an  issue  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  the  assents  being  by  virtue  of 
the  act  binding  on  all  the  creditors  and  being  in  effect  part  of  the  deed : 
Andrew  v.  FeU,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  261. 

Inspection  of  the  lease  by  the  lessor  has  been  allowed  in  ejectment  actions 
brougnt  by  the  lessor  on  forfeiture  for  breach  of  covenant  (but  see  poet,  pp. 
337,  346,  as  to  discovery  exposing  a  party  to  forfeiture)  where  he  had  no 
counterpart :  Doe  d.  v.  Roe :  Doe  d.  v.  Slight :  Avery  v.  Longford :  all  cited 
ante,  p.  265  :  so  of  an  indorsement  on  the  lease  relating  to  an  increase  of  rent 
in  an  action  therefor:  Mayw  of  Arundel  v.  Holmet,  8  Dowl.  118.  So  the 
lessee  has  been  allowed  inspection  :  in  an  ejectment  action  for  breach  of 
covenant  in  a  lease  against  the  person  in  possession  the  latter  was  lUlowed  to 
inspect  the  lease,  for  it  must  be  assumed  or  was  even  admitted  that  he  was 
in  possession  under  the  lease  and  was  not  a  stranger :  Child  v.  Boe,  1  E.  & 
B.  279:  see  also  Doe  d.  Courtail  v.  Thomas,  9  B.  &  O.  288:  and  King  v.  King, 
poet,  p.  269.  In  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  the  landlord  the  tenant  was 
allowed  to  inspect  the  agreement  under  which  he  held  of  which  there  was 
only  one  copy :  Beid  v.  Coleman,  2  Dowl.  354.  In  an  ejectment  action,  the 
question  bemg  whether  certain  lands  were  comprised  in  the  defendant's 
lease,  he  was  allowed  to  inspect  the  counterpart  lease,  the  lease  being  lost : 
Barry  v.  SeuUy,  Ir.  Bep.  6  G.  L.  449. 

In  an  action  for  detinue  of  title  deeds  the  defendant  pleaded  an  equitable 
mortgage  by  deposit,  and  in  his  answers  to  interrogatories  disclosed  the  pos- 
session of  a  memorandum  of  such  deposit ;  inspection  was  ordered  on  the 
ground  that  he  must  be  considered  a  trustee  of  it,  no  other  part  being  in 
existence,  and  that  the  defence  was  rested  on  it:  Owen  v.  Niekson,  3  £.  &  E. 
602. 

It  was  considered  that  where  title  deeds  and  trade  books  were  in  question 
a  stronger  case  for  production  must  be  made  out  than  in  the  case  of  other 
documents  such  as  letters,  and  that  an  order  would  only  be  made  when  the 
interests  of  truth  and  justice  required  it:  see  Friee  v.  Harrison,  8  G.  B.  N.  S. 
p.  634  :  and  see  generally  as  to  title  deeds,  post,  p.  492. 

In  actions  by  allottees  of  shares  against  members  of  a  provisional  or 
managing  committee  to  recover  back  deposits  they  were  held  entitled  to  see 
the  subscribers'  agreement  which  they  had  signed  and  the  parliamentary 
contract:  Steadman  v.  Arden,  15  M.  &  W.  587:  Ley  v.  Barlow,  1  Exch.  800. 
A  secretary  of  a  company  was  allowed  inspection  of  minute  books  in  an 
action  to  recover  his  salary:  Shaw  v.  Holmes^  3  G.  B.  952.  The  court  refused 
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to  extend  the  rule  so  as  to  allow  former  directors  of  a  company  to  see  the 
company's  books  in  an  action  against  them  by  the  company  for  making  false 
entries  therein,  they  not  saying  that  inspection  was  necessary  for  their  de- 
fence :  Imperial  Gasy  ^e.  Co.  v.  Clarke,  7  Bing.  95  :  see  also  Birminghamy  ^. 
Co.  V.  Whitey  referred  to  posty  p.  293 :  and  generally  as  to  inspection  of 
documents  of  a  company  or  other  corporation  by  a  member,  %eQ  posty  p.  287. 
The  following  are  old  cases :  Fox  v.  Jofiesy  7  B.  &  C.  732  (writ  of  hab. 
Corp.  and  return) ;  R.  v.  Sheriff  of  Cheatery  1  Chit.  Rep.  476  (writ  in  sheriff's 
hands) ;  Cooper  v.  Jonesy  2  M.  &  So.  202  ;  Whitbourne  v.  Poitifery  4  M.  &  Sc. 
182  (books  containing  contracts);  Lawrence -v.  Hooker  y  6  Bing.  6;  Bundle  y. 
Beaumonty  Botce  v.  Hoivdeny  4  Bing.  537»  539  (shipping  documents)  ;  Twizell 
V.  Allen,  5  M.  &  W.  337  (action  by  shipowner  against  owner  of  goods  for 
proportion  of  general  average — the  statement  of  general  average  loss  was 
ordered  to  be  produced,  but  not  the  documents  from  which  it  was  made  up : 
see  further  post,  p.  615)  :  Blakey  v.  Porter ,  1  Taunt.  386  (assignment  of 
lease  in  hands  of  assignee  by  assignor) :  Evans  v.  BcUgaly  4  Dowl.  374  (case 
and  opinion  in  order  to  plead  negligence  to  action  by  attorney) :  Pickering  v. 
Noyesy  1  B.  &  C.  262  (title  deeds  refused) :  Smith  v.  Wintery  3  M,  &  W.  309 
(deed  giving  time  to  the  debtor  refused  in  favour  of  the  surety) :  Powell  v. 
Bradbury y  4  C.  B.  541  (report  in  newspaper  refused) :  Bousfield  v.  Godfrey y  6 
Bing.  418  :   Traver  v.  CoUinSy  2  Cr.  &  J.  627. 

As  to  whether  inspection  was  allowed  on  a  suggestion  of 
forgery  (see  antey  pp.  246 — 247,  as  to  the  equity  practice :  see 
as  to  protection  on  the  ground  of  liability  to  a  criminal  pro- 
secution, ^;o«^,  p.  312). 

In  earlier  cases  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  a  suggestion  of  for- 
gery was  no  ground  for  inspection :  Lush,  Pr.  837 :  for  instance  of  the  bill 
on  which  the  action  was  brought :  Hildyard  v.  Smithy  1  Bing.  451 :  Chet^ 
wynd  V.  Mamelly  1  B.  &  P.  271.  In  this  last  case  the  ground  for  the  deci- 
sion seems  to  have  been  that  the  plaintiff  must  eventually  produce  the  docu- 
ment if  he  meant  to  succeed,  but  that  the  court  would  not  compel  a  party 
to  expose  himself  to  a  prosecution  on  a  capital  felony  by  ordering  produc- 
tion. But  in  the  note  to  Thomas  v.  Bunny  6  M.  &  W.  p.  274,  this  ground  is 
criticised  as  inapplicable  to  a  case  where  profert  had  been  made  and  oyer 
craved  as  here.  In  a  later  case,  Woolner  v.  Bevereux,  9  Dowl.  673,  it  was 
held  that  a  suggestion  of  iorgery  was  a  proper  ground  for  ordering  inspec- 
tion, and  so  ako  where  a  defendant  swore  he  had  no  recollection  of  having 
made  a  note  or  that  it  had  been  dealt  with  since  execution.  Inspection  by  a 
defendant  and  his  witnesses  was  also  ordered  in  Thomas  v.  Bunn.  See  also 
Betyamin  v.  SauleZy  I.  B.  6  C.  L.  1 6  (letters  said  to  be  not  genuine  by  defendant) . 

Where  a  plaintiff  charged  that  the  defendant  had  obtained 
possession  of  certain  bills  by  fraud,  and  that  they  were  not 
satisfied,  the  defendant  denying  these  charges,  the  court  (not 
without  hesitation)  refused  inspection:  Threl/allY.  Webster, 
1  Bing.  161 :  see  Pilkington  v.  Himsvcorth,  cited  antCy  p.  249. 

As  to  whether  inspection  would  be  allowed  for  the  purpose 
of  fishing  out  a  case.  See  generally  as  to  discovery  with 
this  object  ante,  p.  16. 

In  Shadwell  v.  Shadwelly  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  679,  p.  689,  it  is  stated  that  inspec- 
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tion  would  not  be  ordered  where  it  was  sought  not  to  support  the  party's 
own  case  but  to  see  whether  and  by  what  means  a  defence  could  be  made 
against  him.  In  King  y.  King,  4  Taiint.  656,  inspection  of  the  lease  was 
ordered  in  faTour  of  ti[ie  defendant  in  an  action  on  the  covenant  for  rent, 
though  it  was  urged,  and  even  it  seems  admitted,  that  it  was  only  sought  for 
the  purpose  of  discoyering  some  defect.  This  case  was  referred  to  in  Bir^ 
minghanif  ^c.  Co.  y.  Whiiey  1  Q.  B.  282,  p.  287,  and  supported  on  the  g^und 
that  the  party  had  there  a  clear  and  distinct  property  in  the  deed :  and  that 
in  the  case  before  the  court,  an  action  for  calls,  a  shareholder  had  no  such 
property  in  the  minute  books  of  the  company  (see  as  to  this  jdoa^,  p.  290). 

Too.  that  case,  p.  286,  Coleridge,  J.  asked  whether  there  was  any  instance 
where  inspection  had  been  granted  to  enable  a  party  to  determine  what  plea 
to  plead,  inspection  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  him  to  plead  a  particular 
plea  being  different :  so  Fatteson,  J.  p.  287 :  so  Denman,  0.  J.  p.  288, 
considered  that  the  object  with  which  the  court  ordered  inspection  was  not 
that  the  party  might  b^  enabled  to  fish  out  a  defence  but  if  he  had  a  defence 
that  he  might  be  furnished  with  the  proper  means  of  pleading  it :  see  also 
Roice  y.  Howden^  4  Bing.  639.  And  Wightman,  J.  in  Owen  y.  Nickson,  3  E. 
&  E.  p.  607,  says:  **  No  doubt  a  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  inspect  a  docu- 
ment making  out  the  defendant's  case  solely;  but  here  there  is  only  one 
document  and  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  haye  an  interest  in  it. 

In  a  passage  of  a  letter  of  Mr.  Bosanquet  referred  to  in  Wigr.  Fl.  400,  the 
object  of  gn^unting  insx)ection  at  common  law  of  a  document  stated  in  the 
pleadings  was  said  to  be  to  enable  the  party  to  determine  what  his  case 
should  be. 

Practice  and  stage  of  the  action. 

Application  by  a  defendant  would  naturally  be  made  generally  before  plea: 
see  I'rice  y.  Harrison^  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  617 :  Child  y.  Hoe,  1  E.  &  B.  279 :  and 
see  ante :  though  not  always  so  :  Blogg  y.  Kent,  6  Bing.  614.  See  as  to  dis- 
ooyery  before  plea  or  defence  ante,  pp.  160 — 161. 

In£^)ection  would  not  be  ordered  before  action  brought :  Lush,  Pr.  840 : 
there  must  be  an  action  pending:  Arch.  Pr.  1168:  Ex  parte  Partridge,  1 
H.  &  W.  350.  Under  special  circumstances  a  defendant  might  be  allowed  to 
inspect  the  document  on  which  the  action  was  brought  before  declaration  : 
see  Jones  y.  Margreaves,  29  L.  J.  Ex.  368. 

Inspection  would  not  be  g^ranted  if  it  was  a  mere  fishing  application  to  see 
whether  the  document  could  be  produced :  Arch.  Pr.  1167  :  Lush,  Pr.  837. 

A  plaintiff  would  be  allowed  inspection  before  declaration  for  the  purpose 
of  drawing  it  if  he  could  not  declare  without  it :  Mayor  of  Arundel  y.  Holmes, 
8  Dowl.  118  :  Howe  y.  Howdtn,  4  Bing.  639 :  Harris  y.  Aldret,  cited  post, 
p.  270 :  see  generally  as  to  discoyery  before  declaration  or  claim  ante, 
pp.  159—160. 

An  affidayit  was  generally  filed  stating  the  circumstances  and  the  reason  of 
the  application,  for  instance  that  the  instrument  was  in  the  adyersary's  pos- 
session that  he  could  not  safely  proceed  without  it,  &c. :  Lush,  Pr.  840 :  see 
further  as  to  this  affidayit  ante,  p.  154. 

It  seems  also  that  a  demand  for  inspection  or  a  copy  should  haye  been 
made  preyiously  to  applying  to  the  court :  see  Arch.  Pr.  1168  :  Birmingham 
^e.  Co.  y.  White,  1  Q.  B.  p.  286 :  and  see  also  post,  p.  283  :  or  at  any  rate 
the  applicant  if  he  succored  would  not  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
application  after  such  demand  and  refusal :  see  Lush,  Pr.  840  :  King  y.  King, 
4  Taunt.  666. 

The  expense  of  the  inspection  and  oopy  were  borne  by  the  applicant : 
Lush,  Pr.  840. 

Part  of  a  document  might  be  coyered  up  on  an  affidayit  of  irreleyancy : 
Arch.  Pr.  1168. 
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Where  other  persons  not  parties  had  an  interest  in  or 
corporeal  possession  of  the  documents. 

In  Lush,  Fr.  840,  it  is  stated  that  this  jurisdiction  was  ezennsed  in  cfuws 
where  other  persons  not  parties  had  also  an  interest  (of  the  nature  of  pro- 
perty) in  the  documents.  It  may  be  so.  There  may  be  a  distinction  where 
the  applicant  has  a  quasi  property  in  the  documents,  see  ante,  p.  203,  and 
paatf  p.  272.  But  the  cases  to  which  reference  is  niade  in  support  of  the 
statement  were  cases  where  an  order  was  made  for  iuspection  of  a  company's 
documents  upon  a  party  such  as  the  secretary :  Skaw  v.  Holmes,  3  C.  B.  952  : 
or  a  director  or  member  of  a  managing  or  provisional  committee :  Steadman 
V.  Ardeti,  15  M.  &  W.  687 :  Ley  v.  Barlow,  1  Ex.  800 :  who  was  deemed  to 
have  possession  or  control  of  the  documents. 

The  possession  of  the  party's  attorney  was  regarded  as  the  party's  pos- 
session: Steadman  v.  Arden  :  Ley  v.  Barlow:  Morrow  v.  Saunders,  3  Moo. 
671 :  and  see  Skaw  v.  Holmes  :  see  ante,  p.  203,  as  to  the  attorney's  lien.  In 
one  case,  Xeale  v.  Swind,  2  G.  &  J.  278,  an  order  seems  to  have  been  made  on 
the  attorney  himflelf :  perhaps  as  being  an  officer  of  the  court :  see  Coehs  v. 
Nash,  9  Bing.  p.  726  :  Ex  parte  Bretter,  1  Har.  &  W.  212. 

Except  as  against  an  attorney  an  order  would  not  be  made  against  a  per- 
son not  a  party  to  the  action :  Cocks  v.  Nash,  p.  726 ;  2  Saunders,  224 : 
Arch.  Pr.  1 167 — 1 168.  In  two  cases  of  a  special  character  this  was  however 
done.  In  Doe  d.  v.  Roe,  1  M.  &  W.  207  (doubted  in  Lush,  Pr.  837)  an  order 
was  made  for  a  lessor,  in  an  action  against  the  lessee  for  forfeiture,  to  inspect 
the  lease  in  the  hands  of  a  mortgagee  of  the  lease  who  was  not  a  party  (see 
as  to  a  mortgagee  post,  p.  542),  his  right  being  considered  to  be  no  better 
than  the  lessee  his  mortgagor.  In  Harris  v.  Aldret,  2  Ch.  Rep.  229,  a 
magn^^i^te  was  ordered  to  give  a  plaintiff  a  copy  of  a  deed  which  had  been 
taken  from  him  under  a  warrant  of  felony  in  order  that  he  might  declare  on 
it.    See  also  Hodgson  y.  Warden,  1  DowL  &  L.  286. 
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CHAPTEE  VII. 

INSPECTION  OF  DOCUMENTS  IN  WHICH  THE  APPLICANT  HAS  AN 
INTEREST  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  PROPERTY,  OR  SUCH  AN 
INTEREST  AS  THAT  THE  HOLDER  OF  THE  DOCUMENTS  IS 
DEEMED  TO  HOLD  THEM  AS  A  QUASI  TRUSTEE  FOR  OR  ON 
BEHALF  OR  FOR  THE  BENEFIT  OF  THE  APPLICANT. 

In  Wigr.  PL  340,  the  learned  author  refuses  to  consider 
separately  documents  of  this  character  on  the  ground  that  a 
party  having  an  interest  of  this  kind  should  only  be  entitled 
to  their  production  by  the  machinery  of  discovery  where  they 
were  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  in  which  c€use  he 
would  be  entitled  to  their  production  on  general  principles. 
Strictly  this  may  be  so :  but  the  production  of  such  documents 
even  when  sought  by  the  machinery  of  discovery  has  in  some 
cases  been  the  subject  of  special  observations:  see  in  particular 
Pickering  v.  Pickering^  25  Ch.  D.  247,  cited  antcj  p.  236, 
where  the  party's  oath  as  to  the  irrelevancy  of  portions  of 
partnership  documents  was  not  accepted  as  conclusive.  For 
this  reason  alone  the  subject  seems  to  require  special  con- 
sideration. But  further  it  is  desirable  to  refer  shortly  to  the 
practice  in  those  cases  where  the  production  of  such  docu- 
ments has  been  sought  not  by  way  of  discovery,  but  either 
by  way  of  relief  in  a  regular  suit  for  this  purpose,  see  poat^ 
pp.  276 — 279 :  and  Hare  on  Discov.  p.  15 :  or  under  certain 
old  powers  possessed  by  the  common  law  courts,  see  post^ 

Sect.  in. 

Some  oases  are  considered  in  this  chapter  as  a  matter  of 
convenience  in  which  the  interest  possessed  by  the  applicant 
hardly  reached  an  interest  of  this  kind. 

See  also  ante^  p.  264,  where  the  inspection  of  documents 
under  the  old  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction  is  considered, 
that  practice  being  founded  on  the  principle  that  the  docu- 
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ment  was  held  upon  a  trust  to  produce  it  when  necessary  for 
the  applicant's  use. 

See  also  as  to  cases  and  opinions  and  other  professional 
communications  submitted  taken  and  passing  on  behalf  or  in 
the  interest  of  the  party  applying  for  their  production,  posty 
p.  379. 

In  cases  of  the  kind  now  being  considered  the  absence  of  a 
person  having  a  property  in  a  document  would  not  perhaps 
necessarily  constitute  an  objection  to  production,  as  in  an 
ordinary  case,  see  anfe^  pp.  198,  203,  though  in  some  cases, 
see  Biigden  v.  Souths  post,  p.  273,  and  Lambert  v.  Sogers,  postj 
p.  277,  it  was  so  considered :  (in  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  cited 
post,  p.  278,  the  absent  mortgagee  held  under  a  paramount 
power).  See  also  ante,  p.  270,  in  reference  to  cases  under  the 
common  law  equitable  jurisdiction. 

I.  Generally  as  to  the  Mights  of  Persons  claiming  under  a 
Common  Title  {and  in  particular  the  Seir-at-Law  and 
Heir  in  Tail,  see  post)  to  Inspection  (a)  by  Way  of  Dis- 
covery, (b)  Independently  of  Discocery. 

(a)  By  Way  of  Discovery. 

Where  (but  see  Glover  v.  Hall,  post:  and  post,  p.  274,  as  to 
the  heir  in  tail)  parties  claim  adversely  but  imder  a  common 
title  to  a  certain  point,  neither  of  them  is  entitled  to  inspect 
deeds  in  the  possession  of  the  other  of  a  date  prior  to  the 
time  at  which  they  become  hostile  on  the  ground  of  a  common 
interest  where  there  is  no  issue  as  to  the  prior  title :  see 
Dennett  v.  Glossop,  3  Ha.  pp.  680 — 681,  disapproving  a  dictum 
contra  in  Collins  v.  Gresley,  2  T.  &  J.  p.  492.  An  heir-at- 
law  for  instance  cannot  claim  to  see  the  deeds  prior  to  the 
will  as  showing  the  ancestor's  seisin,  for  that  seisin  is  not  in 
dispute  :  ibid,  p.  580  :  Rumbold  v.  Forteath,  3  K.  &  J.  p.  761 : 
and  see  post,  p.  274,  as  to  the  heir.  They  are  not  necessary 
to  decide  any  question  in  the  action,  and  he  has  no  interest 
in  them  until  he  has  proved  the  title:  Bennett  v.  Glossop, 
pp.  580 — 581.  The  discovery  from  this  point  of  view  is 
merely  consequential  on  his  success  in  the  action.     Bennett  v. 


DOCUMENTS  IN  WHICH  THE  APPLICANT  HAS  A  PROPERTY.       273 

Olossop  was  a  bill  of  discoveiy  by  the  heir  against  the  devisees 
of  a  feme  covert  in  aid  of  an  ejectment  alleging  the  absence 
of  any  power  of  appointment  in  her  or  that  it  was  not  duly 
exercised  by  her :  and  the  only  issue  was  said  to  be  the 
validity  of  the  devise.  The  deeds  of  which  inspection  was 
refused  comprised  deeds  conferring  the  power  of  appointment 
on  the  testatrix  and  limiting  the  property  to  the  heir  in  de- 
fault.  In  Glover  v.  Hall,  2  Ph.  p.  492,  however  Lord  Cot- 
tenham  would  have  ordered  production  of  the  deed  creating 
the  term  which  the  plaintifE  claimed  if  she  had  connected 
herself  with  the  grantee  of  the  term :  and  see  Worsley  v. 
Watson  referred  to,  and  on  this  point  not  expressly  disap- 
proved by  Lord  Eldon  in  Aston  v.  Exeter,  6  Ves.  pp.  490 — 
491.  In  Bolton  v.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  91, 
it  was  said  (Lord  Brougham)  that  production  would  be 
ordered  of  deeds  under  which  both  claimed;  and  so  in 
Burton  v.  Neville,  2  Cox,  242,  of  deeds  in  which  plaintiff  and 
defendant  had  a  common  interest.  These  expressions  how- 
ever do  not  necessarily  refer  to  cases  of  the  kind  now  being 
considered. 

Where  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  the  prior  title  production  of 
any  document  necessary  to  determine  it  will  be  ordered.  In 
Bugden  v.  South,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  783,  plaintiffs,  alleging  them- 
selves to  be  entitled  to  property  under  a  settlement,  filed  a 
bill  against  the  settlor  and  the  trustee  for  inspectioi^  of  the 
^ettlement  and  if  necessary  execution  of  the  trusts.  The 
defendants  admitted  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  entitled  to 
an  interest  under  the  settlement,  but  alleged  that  such  interest 
had  been  determined  by  a  subsequent  deed  (produced  by 
consent)  executed  in  pursuance  of  a  power  in  the  settlement. 
The  plaintiffs  were  idlowed  on  motion  to  have  inspection  of 
the  settlement  on  the  ground  that,  their  original  interest 
imder  it  being  admitted,  it  was  impossible  to  ascertain  without 
its  production  whether  their  interest  still  existed  or  had  been 
revoked.  A  previous  application  for  inspection  of  the  settle- 
ment had  failed,  the  settlor  not  being  a  party,  and  Lord 
Eomilly  refusing  to  make  any  order  in  his  absence :  Bugden 
V.  Tylee,  21  Beav.  545 :  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  272).     See 
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ahoposty  p.  278,  referring  to  Chichester  v.  Domgal:  post  as  to 
the  heir  in  tail :  post^  p.  280,  as  to  a  rector  and  patron  :  and 
Hercy  v.  Ferrers  cited  post^  p.  279. 

But  the  plaintifiE  is  not  entitled  to  see  the  deeds  under 
which  the  defendant  seeks  to  make  title  against  the  deed 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  :  see  Lord  Eldon  in  Aston  v. 
Exeter y  6  Ves.  p.  291,  dissapproving  Worsktj  v.  Watwn.  The 
heir  in  tail  (see  further  ;jo«^,  as  to  the  heir  in  tail)  was  not 
entitled  to  see  the  deed  of  recovery  defeating  the  entail: 
Burton  v.  Neville^  2  Cox,  242 ;  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool^ 
1  Sw.  p.  121 :  Shaftesbury  v.  Arroicsmith,  4  Ves.  66 :  Aston 
V.  Exeter^  6  Ves.  p.  291 ;  Hylton  v.  Morgan^  ibid,  p.  296 : 
Wigr.  PI.  352,  356 :  see  post^  p.  275,  as  to  £ettison  v.  Far^ 
ringdony  3  P.  W.  363,  contra) :  and  see  Plunket  v.  Cavendish, 
1  E.  &  M.  713 :  unless  such  documents  were  brought  within 
the  principles  discussed  ante,  pp.  255 — ^256,  as  being  part  of 
the  answer. 

The  heir  in  tail  and  at  law  (see  also  ante), 

**  An  heir  in  tail  has  boyond  the  general  right  snch  an  interest  in  the  deed 
creating  the  entail  that  the  court  as  against  the  person  holding  back  the 
deed  would  compel  the  production  of  it ":  Lord  Loughborough  in  Shaftes' 
bury  V.  Arrowsmithy  4  Ves.  p.  70,  cited  in  Rumbold  v.  Forteath^  3  K.  &  J. 
p.  750 :  Bolton  v.  Corporation  of  Liverpool^  1  M.  &  K.  p.  92 :  and  Frincess  of 
ITaUs  y.  Liverpool^  1  Sw.  p.  121  :  and  see  Hare,  p.  191.  In  Shaftesbury  v. 
Arrowsmith  the  plaintifP,  stating  himself  to  be  both  heir-at-law  and  in  taU 
and  that  he  was  ignorant  whether  he  was  entitled  to  any  and  what  estates 
and  could  not  know  without  inspection  of  all  the  deeds  and  writings,  brought 
his  bill  for  discovery  of  them  and  delivery  up  against  the  devisees  in  trust :  on 
a  motion  for  their  production  he  was  held  entitled  to  inspection  of  any  deeds 
referred  to  in  the  schedule  to  their  answer  creating  estates  ui  tail  general, 
and,  if  necessary,  to  interrogate  whether  there  were  any  such  deeds.  He  is 
not  entitled  to  a  sweeping  survey  into  all  the  family  deeds  which  would  be 
attended  with  danger  and  mischief,  for  some  defect  (as  that  the  entail  was  not 
weU  barred)  might  be  discovered  which  would  show  a  title  in  some  stranger 
to  the  prejudice  of  both  parties:  see  Shaftesbury  y.  Arrotcsmith,  p.  71 :  and 
Fotter  V.  Atkins,  3  Atk.  718  :  nor  to  the  inspection  of  the  deed  of  recovery: 
see  Burton  v.  Neville :  and  other  cases  ante. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  the  position  of  the  heir-at-law  and  the  heir 
in  tail.  The  title  of  the  heir  is  a  plain  one :  and  it  is  a  legal  title.  All  iJie 
family  deeds  together  would  not  make  his  title  better  or  worse.  If  he  cannot 
set  aside  the  wiU  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  deeds:  Shaftesbury  y.  ArrotC' 
smithy  4  Ves.  p.  70,  cited  in  Rumbold  v.  Forteath,  3  K.  &  J.  p.  761;  Bolton  v. 
Corp.  Liverpool,  3  Sim.  p.  489 :  Jones  y.  Jones,  3  Mer.  p.  172 :  and  see  Tanner 
Y.  Wise,  2  P.  W.  p.  296:  and  ante,  p.  272.  A  will  is  no  answer  to  an  heir  in 
tail:  a  will  established  is  an  answer  to  an  heir-at-law:  Shaftesbury  v.  ArroW' 
smith,  p.  70.  An  heir-at-law  cannot  in  that  character  call  for  the  general 
inspection  of  deeds  in  the  possession  of  a  devisee :  Lord  Brougham  in  Bolton 
V.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  91:  and  see  Fotter  v.  Fotter,  3  Atk. 
718,  a  suit  to  establish  and  carry  into  execution  the  trusts  of  a  will,  where 
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the  heir-at-law  not  oontroyertiiig  it  applied  for  and  was  refused  general  in- 
spection of  all  deeds  and  writings,  in  a  note  to  Story  Eq.  Jar.  p.  1493,  it 
is  urged  that,  though  if  it  were  clear  that  if  the  will  were  estahliahed  the 
title  of  the  heir  would  he  gone  the  objection  to  a  hill  of  discovery  by  the 
heir-at-law  would  he  reasonable,  yet  in  some  cases  it  might  depena  on  the 
terms  of  some  deed  or  on  the  bounoaries  stated  in  different  deeds  whether  he 
was  disinherited  or  not :  and  see  FoUer  v.  Potter. 

A  customary  heir  was  entitled  to  know  whether  there  were  any  unsurren- 
dered copyholds:  Jouet  y.  Jones^  3  Mer.  p.  174. 

In  some  early  cases  there  seems  to  have  been  a  disposition  to  allow  a  dis- 
inherited heir  special  privileges  in  the  way  of  discovery.    In  Suffolk  v.  Howard, 

2  P.  W.  177,  an  heir  in  tail  was  allowed  to  inspect  all  deeds  and  writings  in 
order  that  if  anything  had  slipped  the  conveyance  or  if  the  entail  were  not 
well  docked  he  might  have  the  benefit  of  it.  In  Bettison  v.  Farringdoiif  3  P. 
W.  363,  he  was  allowed  to  see  the  deed  leading  the  uses  of  the  recovery.  In 
Harrison  v.  SoutheotCy  1  Atk.  p.  539 :  2  Yes.  p.  395,  Lord  Hardwicke  considered 
that  the  heir-at-law  was  entitled  to  inquire  by  what  means  and  under  what 
deed  he  was  dudnherited  (and  apparently  also  to  see  the  deed) :  and  farther, 
ibid.  p.  639 :  p.  396,  that  he  was  entitled  to  an  inspection  of  all  deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  the  estate  by  way  of  relief  before  he  had  established  his 
title  to  see  whether  he  was  disinherited  and  by  what  means :  or  what  estates 
were  affected:  Leman  v.  Alie^  1  Ambl.  163.  In  Anon.  2  Ch.  Ca.  4,  it  was 
said  that  the  issue  would  never  be  helped  against  a  purchaser,  but  that  there, 
the  defendant  being  only  devisee  and  therefore  taking  by  bounty,  the  heir  in 
tail  should  be  aided.  These  cases  in  Peero  Williams  however  were  never 
followed.  They  were  referred  to  by  Lord  Loughborough  in  Hhafteibury  v. 
Anvwtmithj  4  Ves.  p.  70,  and  by  Lord  Eidon  in  Hylton  v.  Morgan,  6  Ves.  p. 
296,  and  in  Princess  of  If 'ales  v.  Liverpool,  1  Sw.  p.  121,  as  under  the  circum- 
stances not  leading  to  any  mischievous  consequences,  as  being  intended  to 
prevent  aunecessary  proceedings  at  law  by  the  heir,  or  perhaps  as  being  jus- 
tified on  the  ground  that  the  reference  to  the  deed  made  them  part  of  the 
answer  on  the  principles  discussed  ante,  p.  255  :  and  see  Wigr.  PI.  349,  408 — 
410 :  and  Hare,  pp.  191 — 193,  where  the  propriety  of  these  decisions  is  dis- 
puted :  and  ante,  p.  274,  as  to  the  deed  of  recovery :  and  see  Baker  v.  Booker, 
6  Pri.  379,  where  the  infant  customary  heir  was  refused  discovery,  referring 
to  Stapilton  v.  Do.  1  Atk.  6:  and  Oait  y.  Osbaldiston,  1  Russ.  158.  Mr.  Hare, 
in  Hare,  p.  193,  regards  them  rather  as  cases  where  production  was  ordered 
by  way  of  equitable  relief  than  by  way  of  discovery,  referring  to  Harrison  y. 
Southcote,  2  Ves.  p.  396. 

An  heir-at-law  or  in  tail  is  entitled  of  course  to  see  documents  necessary  or 
matrP^o^  to  support  his  title  in  aid  of  an  action  of  ejectment  (see  post,  p.  523) 
or  otherwise:  Jones  y.  Jones,  3  Mer. -p.  171—172:  Annitage  v.  JFadsworth,  1 
Mad.  p.  192—193,  referring  to  Bedes.  PI.  130:  Hylton  v.  Morgan,  6  Ves.  p. 
294 :  Pulteneg  v.  JFarren,  ibid.  p.  88 :  Dormer  v.  Forteseue,  2  Atk.  p.  282 : 
Senison  v.  Ashley,  3  Ves.  p.  462 :  Harrison  v.  Southcote,  1  Atk.  p.  539  :  Crow 
V.  Tyrrell :  though  the  adversary  may  also  claim  under  them :  see  Bennett  y. 
Olossop,  3  Ha.  p.  680 :  to  prove  his  heirship :  ibid. :  for  instance  documents  or 
parts  of  documents  relating  to  or  showing  his  pedigree :  Rumbold  v.  Forteath, 

3  K.  &  J.  p.  752 :  Nolan  v.  Shannon,  1  Moll.  169 :  Hylton  v.  Morgan,  p.  296 : 
Wright  y.  Vernon,  1  Dr.  344 :  and  see  post,  p.  624,  as  to  pedigrees  and  docu- 
ments relating  thereto :  and  therefore  to  have  an  affidavit  of  documents : 
Bumbold  v.  Forteath,  3  K.  &  J.  41:  Quin  v.  Ratliff,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  1327:  and 
Bee  post,  p.  518 :  so  to  have  discovery  in  aid  of  a  bill  to  remove  outstanding 
terms:  Quiny.  Bailiff:  Shaftesbury  v.  Arrowsmith,  4  Ves.  p.  68:  so  where 
by  reason  of  confusion  of  boundaries  ejectment  cannot  be  brought :  see  Loker 
y.  RoUe,  3  Ves.  3 :  and  see  generally  as  to  discovery  in  actions  for  recovery  of 
h^d,  post.  Book  III.  Chap.  III.  Part  III. 

In  Hylton  v.  Morgan  and  Aston  v.  ExeUr,  6  Ves.  288,  293,  Lord  Eldon 
pointed  out  the  distinction  between  a  bill  for  discovery  in  aid  of  an  ejectment 
action,  and  a  bill  praying  also  for  relief  (such  as  setting  aside  terms,  p.  296, 
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Or  deliTery  of  deeds,  p.  290),  in  wluoh  case  the  court  would  not  on  motion 
make  an  order  for  production  in  an  action  not  under  its  control  but  only  on  a 
decretal  order :  and  see  Ritmbold  v.  Forteathy  3  K.  &  J.  p.  751 :  Dormer  v. 
ForUscue,  2  Atk.  p.  282 :  3  Atk.  p.  124 :  Fincke  v.  Thorneyeroft^  1  B.  C.  0. 
289:  Hare,  p.  20—22:  Barney  v.  Luekett :  Northey  v.  Pearce^  1  8.  &  S.  419, 
420 :  Marsh  v.  Sibbaldy  2  V.  &  B.  375 :  and  poit,  p.  611,  in  reference  to  bills 
of  discovery. 

A  devisee  was  entitled  against  the  heir-at-law  to  such  discovery  andpro- 
duction  of  deeds  as  might  be  necessary  to  try  the  yaUdity  of  the  will :  Hare, 
p.  190 :  Coop.  Eq.  PI.  pp.  59,  197—198  :  of  the  will  itself  where  alleged  to  be 
suppressed:  Barker  y.  Bay,  5  Mad.  64.  Persons  who  claim  lands  by  a  will 
or  other  yoluntary  disposition  having  the  law  on  their  side  are  entitled  as 
against  an  heir-at-law  to  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity  for  a  discovery  of 
the  deeds  and  writings  relating  to  the  devised  estate,  and  to  have  their 
deUvery  up  as  following  the  land  .  .  .  .  ;  otherwise  the  heir  might  defend 
himself  at  law  by  getting  the  deeds,  unless  compellable  to  discoyer  and  pro- 
duce them,  by  setting  up  prior  incumbrances  and  by  that  means  preventing 
the  trying  the  validity  of  the  will :  Neweasile  y.  Felham,  3  B.  P.  C.  464 ; 
Fonbl.  Eq.  p.  487—489. 


(b)  Independently  of  Discovery^  see  ante^  p.  272. 

By  a  right  of  inspection  existing  independently  of  dis- 
covery is  meant  a  right  existing  independently  of  that  right 
of  inspection  which  litigants  have  as  against  one  another  in 
virtue  of  the  litigation  in  which  they  are  engaged :  it  is  in 
fact  relief  and  not  discovery :  and  an  action  seeking  for  such 
inspection  is  an  action  for  relief  and  not  discovery :  see  as  to 
actions  for  discovery  joo«^,  p.  609. 

As  between  tenants  in  common,  joint  tenants,  coparceners, 
that  is  to  say  persons  admitting  themselves  to  be  such,  the 
right  of  inspection  and  taking  copies  by  one  of  title  deeds  and 
other  documents  relating  to  the  entirety  in  the  hands  of  the 
other  is  undoubted  and  will  be  enforced  by  the  court  if  neces- 
sary, but  it  does  not  clearly  appear  whether  it  is  general,  or 
whether  it  must  be  for  some  specific  purpose,  as  for  instance  a 
sale :  Lambert  v.  Rogers^  2  Mer.  489,  p.  490 :  Edmunds  v. 
Foky,  30  Beav.  282,  p.  283 :  Thorpe  v.  Houldsworth,  L.  E. 
7  Eq.  p.  147 :  Elton  v.  Elton,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  136 :  Shore  v. 
Colletty  G.  Coop.  234,  p.  237  (counterpart  of  lease  in  order 
to  proceed  against  a  tenant):  and  see  post,  p.  277,  as  to 
remaindermen. 

Where  however  a  tenant  in  common  mortgages  his  share 
to  the  other  tenant  in  common  and  deposits  the  deeds  with 
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him  he  loses  his  right  of  inspection :  Edmunds  v.  Foky :  that 
is  to  say,  he  is  in  the  position  of  a  mortgagor,  see  post,  p.  546. 

Where  the  holder  of  the  documents  had  sold  his  share  to  a 
third  person  and  only  retained  them  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage 
made  to  him  by  the  vendee,  it  was  held  that  production  could 
not  be  ordered  in  the  latter 's  absence:  Lambert  v.  Rogers: 
and  see  ante^  p.  272:  and  see  this  case  compared  with 
Chichester  v.  Donegal^  post,  p.  278. 

Qu.  as  to  documents  relating  only  to  the  share  of  the 
holder  of  them. 

In  A.  G,  y.  Lambe,  3  Y.  &  C.  162,  the  crown  as  tenant  in  common  of  a 
manor  was  held  entitled  in  a  suit  in  which  certain  manorial  rights  were  in 
dispute  to  see  the  conyejance  to  the  defendant  of  the  ioterest  of  the  other 
tenant  in  common  in  some  of  the  manorial  rights :  see  this  case  further  cited, 
post,  p.  610. 

Where  a  bill  was  filed  uisisting  on  a  partition  made  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  who  were  tenants  in  common,  or  in  the  alternative  for  parti- 
tion under  the  court,  and  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  partition  was  invalid, 
the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  the  production  of  deeds  and  other  documents 
relating  exclusively  to  the  defendant's  share  and  showing  how  she  had  dealt 
with  it  since  the  partition,  for  he  had  an  interest  in  them  if  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  who  were  tenants  in  conunon  with  him :  Maden  v. 
Veevert^  7  Beav.  489.  But  qu.  as  to  actual  production  being  necessary  for 
this  purpose,  see  ante,  p.  23. 

In  Fotter  v.  Waller y  2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  410,  a  suit  by  the  owners  of  one  moiety 
and  claiming  to  be  owners  of  the  other  moiety  against  persons  claiming  to 
have  purchased  this  second  moiety  for  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  pities 
and  partition,  the  plaintiffs  were  held  entitled  to  have  an  answer  as  to 
certain  representations  which  they  alleged  the  defendants  to  have  made  about 
their  title  to  the  moiety,  but  not  as  to  their  truth,  nor  need  they  answer  as 
to  their  title,  but  they  must  give  a  list  of  documents. 

Any  person  entitled  to  a  vested  remainder  in  an  estate 
may  maintain  a  bill  against  the  tenant  for  life  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  production  and  inspection  of  the  title  deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  the  estate  in  order  to  enable  the  re- 
mainderman to  deal  with  his  property  as  he  may  consider 
most  for  his  advantage :  Lord  iiomilly  in  Davis  v.  Dysart, 
20  Beav.  405,  p.  414,  (and  see  Pennell  v.  Dysart,  27  Beav. 
542,  p.  548) :  and  so  any  person  standing  in  his  place  as  a 
mortgagee :  ibid, :  though  not  in  the  mortgagor's  absence 
where  the  mortgage  is  open  to  question :  ibid,  pp.  421,  422. 
His  title  must  be  clear  and  undisputed ;  that  is  to  say  it 
must  not  be  such  as  to  be  capable  of  reasonable  dispute:  ibid. 
p.  417 :  Pennell  v.  Dysart^  p.  550.     It  will  only  be  granted 
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for  a  proper  purpose  such  as  for  the  purpose  of  litigation  or 
where  he  desires  to  mortgage  his  interest :  Lempsier  v.  Pom' 
fret^  1  Ambl.  p.  164:  Davis  v.  Dpsart,  p.  423:  Shaiv  v.  ShaWf 
12  Pri.  1()5  :  but  Lord  RomiUy  considered  that  the  onus  was 
on  the  party  resisting  production  to  show  that  it  was  required 
for  an  improper  purpose :  Davis  v.  Di/sart,  p.  415.  Qu.  whether 
as  said  in  Shaw  v.  S^aw,  p.  167,  there  is  no  right  to  general 
inspection  but  only  of  inspection  of  particular  deeds  for  a 
precise  object. 

It  was  said  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  Noel  v.  Wardy  1 
Madd.  322,  that  there  was  no  case  in  which  a  person  having 
only  a  contingent  remainder  was  allowed  inspection  :  and  in 
this  case  inspection  was  refused  to  the  purchaser  of  a  contin- 
gent interest. 

In  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  L.  E.  4  Ch.  417,  a  person  inte- 
rested under  a  settlement  brought  an  action  against  the 
tenant  for  life  for  discovery,  by  way  of  relief,  of  the  property 
subject  to  the  settlement  and  for  production  of  the  settle- 
ment :  interrogatories  asking  as  to  the  contents  of  the  settle- 
ment, the  particulars  of  the  property,  and  for  a  Ust  of  docu- 
ments were  administered  :  the  defendant  admitting  the 
plaintiff's  interest  and  having  put  in  a  partial  answer  was 
ordered  to  give  a  full  answer,  the  discovery  beiag  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  though  it  was  practically  identical 
with  the  relief  (as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  22).  It  appearing 
that  the  settlement  was  in  the  possession  of  a  mortgagee 
imder  a  mortgage  made  under  a  paramount  power  in  the 
settlement,  the  latter  was  added  as  a  party :  the  Court  of 
Appeal  (L.  R.  5  Ch.  497),  reversing  James,  V.  C,  refused 
to  allow  inspection  of  a  document  held  by  a  mortgagee  (see 
post,  p.  273,  as  to  a  mortgagee  in  connection  with  this  case. 
See  also  Bugden  v.  South,  referred  to  ante,  p.  273 :  and  ante^ 
p.  272). 

So  the  heir-at-law  of  a  married  woman  might  maintain  a 
bill  for  discovery  of  title  deeds  against  the  husband  who  was 
in  as  tenant  by  curtesy,  for  he  was  a  trustee  of  them  for  the 
person  entitled  to  the  inheritance:  Amies  v.  Dampkr,  cited  in 
Coop.  Eq.  PL  59. 


DOCUMENTS  IN  WHICH  THE  APPLICANT  HAS  A  PROPERTY.       279 

Except  in  the  particular  instances  considered  above  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  general  right  to  inspection  in  persons 
claiming  under  a  common  title  unless  there  is  some  covenant 
for  production  which  they  are  able  to  enforce.  See  however 
Copinger  on  Title  Deeds,  p.  50,  referring  to  the  Third  Eeport 
of  the  Eeal  Property  Commissioners,  Barclay  v.  Raine^  1  S. 
&  S.  449  :  and  Fain  v.  Akers,  2  ibid.  633.  In  Brigatocke  v. 
Mamely  3  Madd.  47  :  Bunhury  v.  Briscoe,  2  Ch.  Ca.  42 : 
there  would  seem  to  be  a  disposition  to  extend  the  right  to 
the  owner  of  any  estate  claiming  under  a  common  instrument 
of  title :  and  see  Copinger,  pp.  54,  55  :  and  Renison  v.  Ash^ 
ley,  2  Ves.  jun.  p.  462. 

See  also  a  case  of  Hercy  v.  Ferrers,  4  Beav.  97  (cited  post, 
p.  510),  where  a  plaintiff  entitled  to  a  legacy  charged  on 
estates  not  in  settlement  was  held  entitled  to  see  the  deed 
creating  the  entail  under  which  the  testator  was  tenant  in 
tail,  in  order  to  see  what  estates  were  settled  and  what  not, 
as  against  the  testator's  grandson  the  then  tenant  in  tail. 


II.  Other  Imtaticea  in  which  this  kind  of  Interest  exists  to  a 

greater  or  less  Extent, 

Landlord  and  tenant. 

Ifc  is  the  daty  of  a  tenant  to  keep  the  boundaries  on  behalf  of  his  lessor : 
Atton  Y,  Exetevy  6  Ves.  p.  292 :  Brown  v.  Wale$,  L.R.  15  Eq.  p.  147 :  A.  O.  v. 
Fullerton,  2  V.  &  B.  263 :  A.  G.  v.  Stephens,  6  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  Ill :  Smith  v. 
Northumberland,  1  Cox,  363,  j>.  365.  Where  a  tenant  of  land  for  life  or 
years  or  at  wiU  has  land  of  his  own  adjoining  to  that  which  he  so  holds  as 
tenant,  it  is  his  duty  to  keep  the  boundaries  between  them  clear  and  distinct 
BO  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  tenancy  the  reversioner  or  remainderman 
may  be  able  without  difficulty  to  resume  possession  of  what  belongs  to  him : 
A.  G.  V.  Stephens,  pp.  133—134. 

The  lessor  therefore  is  entitled  to  inspect  documents  in  the  tenant's  pos- 
session for  this  purpose :  for  instance  of  receipts  for  rent  and  maps :  Smith 
Y.  Northumberland,  bill  by  a  rector  against  a  person  in  possession  of  glebe 
lands :  and  see  Potts  v.  Adair,  3  Sw.  268,  apparently  a  similar  case :  any 
evidence  in  the  tenant's  possession  which  may  elucidate  the  matter,  even  the 
title  deeds  of  his  own  property  however  inconvenient  and  prejudicial,  if 
there  is  no  other  way  of  proving  the  boundaries :  Southwell  v.  Thomson,  6 
L.  J.  Gh.  196,  p.  197,  where  the  tenant's  title  deeds  were  protected  on  the 
ground  that  no  such  necessity  was  shown.  See  also  Brown  v.  Wales,  L.  R. 
15  Eq.  142,  a  bill  of  discovery  by  a  reversioner  against  tenants  under  expired 
leases  alleging  confusion  of  boundaries  and  that  the  defendants  were  in  pos- 
session of  parcels  compriaed  in  the  leases. 
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And  generally  a  lessor,  or  person  claiming  under  him,  may  have  a  right 
to  inspect  documents  of  the  tenant  relating  to  the  proper^,  for  instance 
books  relating  to  tithes :  Inman  v.  Hodgson,  1  Y.  &  J.  28,  p.  30 :  or  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  working  of  mines  in  the  case  of  a  lease  of  mines : 
Tayhr  v.  Rundcll,  Cr.  &  Ph.  p.  112:  so  counsel's  opinion  taken  by  the 
tenant  under  some  circumstances  :  A,  0,y.  Berkeley ,  2  J.  &  W.  291 :  and 
Bee  post,  p.  382. 

See  as  to  tenants  of  a  manoTpoaty  Section  III.  (b). 

A  rector  claiming  under  patrons  by  privity  of  title  may 
have  an  interest  of  this  kind :  see  Bates  v.  Chrisfs  College, 
26  L.  J.  Ch.  448. 

A  counsel  has  been  held  bound  to  produce  drafts  retained 
by  him  as  precedents  to  any  party  concerned  who  might  have 
any  benefit  from  inspecting  them :  Stanhope  v.  Roberts,  2  Atk. 
213. 

Partners  are  in  this  sense  interested  in  partnership  docu- 
ments :  see  for  instance  Pickering  v.  Rigbij  cited  ante,  p.  247  ; 
counsel's  opinions :  see  post^  p.  382 ;  and  see  a  peculiar  case 
of  Pickering  v.  Pickering,  cited  ante,  p.  236. 

So  cestui  que  trusts  in  deeds  and  other  documents  relating 
to  the  trust :  Swahj  v.  Hutton,  1  H.  &  M.  616  :  Pickering  v. 
Pickering :  and  see  JF/tithafn  v.  Whitham,  ante,  p.  60 :  for 
instance  account  books :  Farrer  v.  Hiitchinwn,  3  T.  &  C. 
p.  700 :  cases  and  opinions  stated  and  taken  by  the  trustees : 
see  2^ost,  p.  379.  But  though  as  between  cestui  que  trusts 
and  trustees  or  persons  in  the  situation  of  trustees  the  pro- 
duction of  deeds  is  a  matter  of  course,  if  the  cestui  que  trust 
mortgages  the  property  to  the  trustee,  the  latter  acquires  the 
ordinary  rights  of  a  mortgagee  (see  post,  p.  546),  and  may 
withhold  the  deeds  from  the  cestui  que  trust's  inspection : 
Johnson  v.  Tucker,  11  Jur.  382. 

So  residuary  legatees  as  against  the  personal  representa- 
tive: Greemcood  v.  Do.  6  W.  E.  119. 

See  other  instances,  post,  p.  381,  in  connection  with  the 
subject  of  professional  privilege. 

Claimants  to  a  lunatic's  estate.  Claimants  to  the  estate 
of  an  intestate  administered  by  the  crown. 

The  court  requires  primd  facie  evidence  of  an  applicant's  title  to  the  pro- 
perty of  a  deceased  lunatic  before  he  will  be  allowed  to  inspect  documents  in 
the  possession  of  the  master  or  registrar,  for  they  ought  not  to  be  open  to  the 
inspection  of  strangers  who  have  no  shadow  of  interest  in  them :  see  Re 
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Sittj/th,  16  Oh.  D.  p.  286  and  16  Gh.  D.  p.  674  :  (bat  see  Banner  y.  England, 
9  L.  T.  697,  where  plaintiffs  claiming  as  next  of  kin  against  persons  who  had 
been  certified  to  be  next  of  kin  were  allowed  to  inspect  documents  remaining 
in  the  custody  of  the  master  in  lunacy  apparently  as  a  matter  of  course). 

Where  an  action  was  brought  between  two  rival  claimants  for  real  property 
of  a  deceased  lunatic,  the  plaintiff  claiming  ex  parte  matemU,  the  defendant 
ex  parte  patemd,  and  the  plaintiff  applied  by  petition  for  inspection  of  affi- 
davits deeds  and  documents  relating  to  the  lunatic*  s  pedigree  and  real  estate 
in  the  custody  of  the  master  or  the  registrar,  Cotton,  L.  J.  considered 
(referring  to  Re  Woody  4  D.  G.  J.  &  S.  134)  that  it  was  not  the  practice  in 
lunacy  to  make  such  an  order  in  favour  of  the  applicant  unless  he  showed  a 
primd  facie  title  to  the  property,  and  that  his  solicitor  (he  himself  being 
abroad)  must  make  a  further  affidavit  verifying  his  title,  an  affidavit  swearing 
that  production  was  necessary  for  the  establishment  of  his  case  not  being 
sufficient.  The  defendant  had  been  served  but  did  not  appear,  and  no  order 
was  made  as  to  costs:  15  Ch.  D.  286.  Subsequently  the  defendant  made  a 
similar  application  supported  by  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  title.  An  affi- 
davit was  filed  on  the  plaintiff's  behalf  in  opposition,  to  the  effect  that  the 
property  descended  to  the  lunatic  from  his  mother,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  not  related  to  her.  But  the  application  was  granted,  this  being  the 
issue  in  the  cause,  and  the  defendant  had  made  out  a  primd  facie  case  which 
made  it  reasonably  probable  that  the  documents  might  contain  something  to 
support  his  case :  ibid.  16  Gh.  D.  73. 

It  may  be  noted  that  where  documents  are  in  the  custody  of  the  court 
having  jurisdiction  in  lunacy  they  are  not  in  the  possession  or  control  of  the 
lunatic's  committee  so  as  to  justify  an  order  against  him  for  production : 
Vivian  v.  Little,  action  for  trespass  cited,  ante,  p.  200. 

In  Re  Campbell,  13  Ch.  D.  323,  next  of  kin  petitioned  for  inspection  of 
documents  which  had  been  deposited  by  the  lunatic,  before  he  was  so  found, 
with  the  National  Safe  Deposit  Company :  the  court  made  an  order  that  the 
official  solicitor  in  lunacy  snould  inspect  and  make  a  schedule  of  the  docu- 
ments. 

In  Lane  v.  Gray,  L.  K.  16  Eq.  652,  a  person  claiming  as  next  of  kin  of  an 
intestate  whose  estate  had  been  administered  by  the  crown  was  held  not 
entitled  to  have  the  common  order  for  production  on  the  solicitor  to  the 
treasury  until  she  had  made  out  a  primd  facie  case. 


III.  Impedion  of  Documents  of  a  Public  Character. 

Inspection  of  certain  documents  of  a  public  character,  such 
for  instance  as  corporation  books  (see  post^  sub-s.  (c) ) ;  or  court 
rolls  (see^xw^,  sub-s.  (b))  :  A,  O.  v.  Coventry^  Bun.  290;  or 
parochial  books  (see  poat^  sub-s.  (a) ) ;  could  be  obtained  at  com- 
mon law  (and  see  a  summary  motion  for  this  purpose  in 
chancery,  Anon,  2  Ves.  578)  by  any  person  interested  therein 
subject  to  certtdn  restrictions. 

In  a  note  to  R.  v.  Netccadle,  2  Str.  1223,  documents  of 
this  character  are  classed  with  documents  falling  within  the 
principles  of  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction  discussed 
ante^  p.  264,  as  instruments  which  €u:e  the  common  evidence 
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of  several  persons  placed  in  the  hands  of  one  custodee  for  the 
benefit  of  all  those  who  have  this  interest  in  them  as  being 
the  evidence  of  their  rights:  and  see  ante^  p.  271. 

This  practice  at  common  law  was  altogether  outside  the 
province  or  functions  of  discovery.  It  was  founded  upon  the 
right  or  claim  (in  the  nature  of  ownership,  see  2  Str.  1222) 
of  the  party  to  see  the  docimient  by  virtue  of  his  interest  as 
a  member  of  the  corporation,  or  a  tenant  of  the  manor,  or 
inhabitant  of  the  parish.  Where  therefore  the  party  had  no 
such  interest  but  was  a  mere  stranger,  as  for  instance  the 
lord  of  another  manor,  he  had  no  such  right  of  access :  see 
Phill.  Ev.  II.  169 :  Talbot  v.  Villehotjs,  3  T.  E.  p.  142 :  R.  v. 
Shelley^  3  T.  E.  141  :  and  he  must  seek  inspection  in  a  court  of 
equity  under  the  form  of  discovery  for  the  purpose  of  some 
pending  or  intended  proceeding  :  see  Anon,  2  Ves.  621.  The 
documents  were,  qua  strangers,  private  documents  :  see  R.  v. 
Buckingham,  8  B.  &  0.  p.  380  :  Tayl.  Evid.  §  1345  :  and  joo«^, 
p.  284. 

In  accordance  with  the  invariable  rule  which  protects  a 
person  from  furnishing  evidence  that  may  expose  bim  to  a 
criminal  charge  (see  joo«^,  p.  313),  the  party  holding  the  docu- 
ments would  not  be  ordered  to  allow  inspection  of  them 
where  it  was  sought  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  a  prosecu- 
tion against  himself :  see  Tayl.  Ev.  §  1351 :  or  it  is  conceived 
if  the  inspection  would  disclose  evidence  of  a  criminal  nature 
against  himself  whatever  may  have  been  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  sought :  see  Phill.  Ev.  II.  175 :  R.  v.  Purnell^ 

1  Wils.  239 :  R,  v.  Bucks,  8  B.  &  C.  375 :  R.  v.  Shelley,  3 
T.  E.  142  :  R.  v.  Cornelius,  2  Str.  1210 :  R,  v.  Cadogan,  1 
D.  &  E.  550 :  5  B.  &  A.  902 :  R.  v.  Mead,  2  Ld.  Eay.  927  : 
R,  V.  Worsenham,  1  Ld.  Eay.  705  :  note  to  R.  v.  Newcastle, 

2  Str.  1223 :  and  generally  it  seems  only  in  aid  of  civil  pro- 
ceedings :  see  R.  v.  Holland,  4  T.  E.  p.  694. 

Points  common  to  this  common  law  practice  in  the  case  of 
all  the  above  mentioned  classes  of  documents. 

If  tho  person  who  had  the  custody  of  the  documents  and  from  whom  the 
inspection  was  sought  was  a  party  to  an  action  for  the  purpose  of  which  the 
inspection  was  sought,  application  should  have  been  miule  for  a  role  to 
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inspect.  If  he  was  not  a  party,  or  if  inapeotion  was  not  sought  for  the  piir« 
pose  of  an  aotion,  applioation  must  have  been  made  for  a  mandamus. 

The  rule  was  always  nisi  in  the  first  instance  except  in  the  case  of  an 
application  for  limited  inspection  by  a  copyhold  tenant  of  court  rolls  under 
rule  31,  H.  T.  1853,  see  post,  p.  286  :  and  in  some  cases  where  an  inhabitant 
applied  for  inspection  of  parish  documents :  see  Anon.  2  Ghitt.  290. 

Before  coming  to  the  court  application  must  always  have  been  previously 
made  to  the  person  from  whom  the  inspection  was  sought :  £oe  v.  Aylmery 
Barnes,  236 :  and  in  the  case  of  the  tenant  of  a  manor  at  all  events  not 
merely  by  a  person  employed  by  the  applicant's  ag^nt  on  a  written  authority 
for  that  purpose :  see  Ex  parte  Ifuttj  7  Dowl.  690 :  and  in  the  case  of  a 
ooiporation  to  the  proper  quarter :  see  pottf  p.  291. 

The  granting  of  a  mandamus  was  discretionary :  see  j90j/,  p.  291. 

An  i^davit  must  have  accompanied  the  application  stating  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  inspection  was  claimed  and  stating  further  that  an 
application  had  been  made  in  the  proper  quarter  for  permission  to  make  the 
required  inspection  which  had  h&Box  refused:  Phill.  Evid.  II.  177 :  Taylor, 
Evid.  1265:  ^oe  y.  Aylmer^  Barnes,  236,  and  poaty  p.  291 :  (as  to  refusal 
see  R.  V.  WxUa  and  Berks,  ^e.  Co.  post^ja.  291 :  R.  v.  Bristol,  ^e.  Co.  4  Q.  B. 
162 :  B.  Y.  Brecknock,  ^.  Co.  S  A.  &  E.  pp.  222—223 :  Birmingham,  ^.  Co, 
Y.  White,  1  Q.  B.  282,  p.  286) :  and  if  not  in  an  action  the  right  under 
which  it  was  claimed  and  the  reason :  Phill.  Evid.  II.  178. 

(a)  The  Inhabitants  of  a  Parish  County  or  Rating  District 
and  the  Parish  County  or  Mating  Documents, 

The  inhabitants  of  a  parish :  iZ.  v.  Buckingham,  8  B.  &  0. 
p.  380 :  have  a  right  to  inspect  the  parish  books  for  parochial 
purposes :  for  instance  in  questions  concerning  rates :  Atian. 
2  Chitt.  290 :  NewaU  v.  Simpkin,  6  Bing.  665  :  and  see  A,  O. 
V.  Berry,  2  Coll.  33.  Not  where  the  party's  parochial  right 
is  not  in  question :  Cox  v.  Copping,  5  Mad.  396  :  I  Lord  Ray. 
337  :  not  for  instance  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  claim 
to  an  estate  :  It,  v.  Smallpiece,  2  Chitt.  288 :  and  see  May  v. 
Gwynne,  4  B.  &  Aid.  301,  action  for  libel.  Not  where  his 
own  case  was  based  on  the  footing  of  his  not  being  a 
parishioner :  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  3  B.  &  A.  649 :  but  in 
this  case  inspection  was  subsequently  granted  in  chancery, 
mQpost,  p.  509. 

As  to  inspection  by  inhabitants  of  records  of  a  court  leet, 
see  i2.  y.  Maidstone^  6  D.  &  B.  334. 

As  to  disputes  between  a  parish  and  a  county,  see  i2.  v. 
Bucks,  8  B.  &  C.  375. 

As  to  the  right  of  county  ratepayers  to  inspect  county 
accounts  and  papers,  see  R.  v.  Staffordshire,  6  A.  &  E.  84 : 
R.  V.  Nottingham,  3  A.  &  E.  500. 

As  to  inspection  of  churohwfoxlQns'  i^)ooi;nt8  under   17 
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Geo.  2,  0.  38,  see  B.  v.  Clear,  4  B.  &  C.  899 :  JR.  v.  Great 
Faringdoriy  9  B.  &  C.  541 :  Edwards  v.  Bennett,  6  Bing.  231. 
As  to  inspection  of  rating  and  other  books  of  commissioners 
of  sewers,  see  jR.  v.  Commissianera  of  Sewers,  Sfc.  3  Q.  B.  670. 


(b)  The  Tenants  of  a  Manor  and  Manor  Documents. 

An  order  upon  the  lord  of  a  manor  to  allow  limited  inspec- 
tion of  the  court  rolls  may  be  made  on  the  applicafion  of  a 
copyhold  tenant  supported  by  an  affidavit  that  he  has  ap- 
plied for  inspection  and  that  the  same  has  been  refused :  (see 
the  old  rule  post  from  which  this  is  taken) :  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  19. 

The  right  of  the  tenant  of  a  manor  to  see  the  court  rolls  or 
other  manor  documents  has  been  recognized  from  a  very  early 
period  both  in  equity  and  at  common  law.  Where  the  dis- 
pute about  the  customs  of  a  manor,  &c.  is  between  the  lord 
and  a  stranger  who  contests  any  of  the  customs  of  the  manor 
there  the  lord  should  not  be  obliged  to  let  him  have  inspection 
of  the  rolls  because  it  is  his  private  evidence  :  (see  also  Owefi 
V.  Wynne  referred  to  post,  p.  286  :  and  BisJiop  of  Hereford  v. 
Bridgewater,  Bun.  269,  bill  for  tithes) :  but  if  the  dispute 
is  between  two  copyholders  or  between  the  copyholder  and 
the  lord,  he  should  produce  the  rolls  and  permit  copies  to  be 
taken  thereof :  A.  O.  v.  Coventry,  Bun.  290.  The  lord  has 
the  custody  as  a  trustee  of  the  title  deeds  and  documents 
which  show  the  rights  of  each  particular  tenant  instead  of 
their  being  allowed  the  custody  of  their  own  muniments : 
every  one  therefore  has  a  claim  on  any  dispute  with  the  lord 
or  question  otherwise  arising  with  regard  to  his  own  estate  to 
resort  to  the  court  rolls  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  how  the 
admissions  have  gone  on  former  occasions  on  the  particular 
estate,  what  are  the  customs  of  the  manor  affecting  it,  and 
whether  he  enjoys  the  privileges  properly  belonging  to  it :  it 
is  convenient  that  the  evidence  of  title  should  be  kept  in  one 
place,  but  it  would  be  \mreasonable  if  the  tenants  had  not 
recourse  to  them :  Littledale,  J.  in  jR.  v.  MercJiant  Tailors 
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Co.  2  B.  &  Ad.  p.  128 :  and  see  R,  v.  Shelky,  3  T.  K.  p.  142 : 
Mayor  of  Southampton  v.  OraveSy  4  B.  &  A.  p.  592 :  Anon. 
2  Ves.  578,  621 :  Combe  v.  City  of  LondoUy  4  Y.  &  0.  p.  151. 

The  tenant  however  had  no  right  to  a  general  inspection  of 
all  the  court  rolls  and  all  the  titles,  but  only  of  such  parts  as 
related  to  his  own  title  privileges  or  interest,  and  then  only  for 
some  specific  object :  there  must  be  some  specific  controversy 
(qu.  whether  a  suit,  see  post)  between  the  tenant  and  the  lord 
or  between  one  tenant  and  another  (or  with  a  stranger,  see 
the  passage  quoted  ante  from  the  judgment  of  Littledale,  J.) 
respecting  his  rights  as  such  tenant,  and  inspection  would 
be  limited  to  that  object :  jR.  v.  Merchant  Tailors  Co.  2 
B.  &  A.  pp.  125,  128—129 :  and  ante,  p.  284 :  R.  v.  Toicer^ 
4  M.  &  S.  162  :  Rogers  v.  Jones^  4  D.  &  R.  484 :  jR.  v.  LucaSy 
10  East,  235  :  Hobson  v.  Parker^  Barnes,  237 :  Roe  v.  Aylmer, 
Barnes,  236 :  A.  O.  v.  Coventry,  Bun.  290. 

Aj9  to  whether  some  suit  must  be  pending. 

In  the  case  of  a  copyhold  tenant  it  was  not  necessary  (except  where  the 
rule  was  made  absolute  in  the  first  instance  under  the  rule  po8t :  see  Ex  parte 
Bettj  3  Dowl.  38)  that  there  should  be  a  suit  actually  pending :  Ex  parte 
Bamet^  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  20 :  R.  v.  Luca» :  B.  v.  Tower;  Lord  Ellenborough  in 
the  last  case  points  out  the  hardship  upon  the  tenant  if  he  were  obliged  to 
commence  his  action  as  it  were  blindfold  without  knowing  what  his  rights 
were.  And  the  language  in  w^hich  he  lays  down  the  principle  is  sufficiently 
wide  to  cover  a  freehold  tenant:  and  see  B.  y.  Merchant  Tailors  Co.  pp.  125 — 
128.  In  an  earlier  case  howeyer,  B.  y.  AUgood,  7  T.  R.  746,  an  application 
by  a  freehold  tenant  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  no  action  was  pending, 
but  no  express  distinction  between  his  case  and  that  of  the  copyhold  tenant 
was  taken.    And  see  Tayl.  Ey.  p.  1259,  where  it  is  said  to  be  doubtful. 

As  to  any  distinction  between  a  freehold  and  copyhold 
tenant. 

The  right  of  a  freehold  tenant  to  inspection  at  common  law  seems  in  two 
respects  to  have  faUen  short  of  that  of  a  copyhold  tenant;  (1)  as  to  the 
necessity  of  there  being  a  pending  action  for  the  purpose  of  which  inspection 
was  required,  see  ante ;  (2)  the  right  of  the  latter  to  a  rule  absolute  in  the 
first  instance  for  limited  inspection  under  rule  31,  Hil.  Term,  1853,*  con- 
tinuing the  old  rule,  H.  T.  2  Wm.  4,  s.  102,  and  the  old  practice :  see  Ex 
parte  Hutt,  7  Dowl.  690 :  Ex  parte  Barnes,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  20,  and  see  now  the 
new  rule,  ante.    And  in  an  early  case  the  right  of  a  freehold  tenant  would 


*  An  order  upon  the  lord  of  a  manor  to  allow  the  usual  limited  inspection 
of  the  court  rolls  on  the  application  of  a  copyhold  tenant  may  be  absolute  in 
the  first  instance  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  copyhold  tenant  has  applied  for 
and  been  refused  inspection. 
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seem  to  have  been  altogether  disxeg^arded :  Smith  y.  Daviet,  1  Wik.  104.  How- 
ever in  subsequent  cases  it  was  recognised  as  unquestionable  :  see  Hohton  y. 
Farker^  Baldwyn  t.  Tudge,  Bam.  236,  237:  Eogtrt  v.  Jonet^  5  D.  &  R.  484: 
R.  V.  Allgood,  7  T.  R.  746:  Addington  v.  Clode,  2  Will.  Black.  1029:  Warrick 
y.  QumCt  Coll.  cited  post :  and  Ph.  Evid.  II.  p.  168 :  and  Tayl.  Ey.  pp. 
1258—1259. 

Any  person  claiming  an  interest  under  the  tenant  appa- 
rently might  inspect :  R.  v.  Towers  4  M.  &  S.  162 :  Talbot  v. 
nUeboys,  cited  3  T.  E.  142.  In  R.  v.  Lucas,  10  East,  235, 
a  person  stating  a  prima  facie  claim  under  a  copyhold  tenant 
was  entitled  to  inspect  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether 
there  was  any  conveyance  by  the  tenant,  for  if  there  was  no 
such  conveyance,  he  was  clearly  entitled  to  the  copyhold. 
Any  party  interested :  Ex  parte  JECutt,  7  Dowl.  690 ;  for 
instance  a  devisee  of  a  rent  charge  on  a  copyhold,  in  order  to 
deduce  his  title :  JSr  parte  Barnes,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  20.  The 
party  must  either  swear  positively  that  he  was  entitled  or  set 
out  his  title  for  the  court  to  see  it :  Exjjarte  Cooke,  5  D.  &  L. 
413.  See  as  to  where  the  lord  denies  the  tenant's  title : 
WariHck  v.  Queen^a  Coll.  and  Minet  v.  Morgan,  pout. 

In  Anon,  2  Ves.  sen.  578,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  he  would 
make  an  order  for  production  of  court  rolls  on  any  person  in 
whose  hands  they  were. 

The  party  might  take  copies  as  weU  as  inspect :  see  jR.  v. 
Lucas,  10  East,  235 :  A.  G.  v.  Coventry,  Bun.  290. 

Inspection  in  cases  of  enfranchisement  was  provided  for  by 
16  &  16  Vict.  c.  51,  ss.  20, 21. 


In  recent  cases  in  equity  the  right  (as  a  question  of  dis- 
covery) of  the  tenants  of  the  manor  to  see  court  rolls  and 
other  manor  documents  where  the  extent  of  their  rights  as 
tenants  are  in  dispute  has  been  recognized;  see  Owen  v. 
Wynne,  9  Ch.  D.  p.  33 :  Wai^ick  v.  Queen's  Coll  L.  E.  3  Eq. 
683 :  Minet  v.  Morgan,  L.  E.  11  Eq.  284 :  and  see  Knight  v. 
Waterford,  2  T.  &  0.  p.  41. 

In  Warrick  y.  Queen's  College  the  plaintiffs  alleged  themselyes  to  be  free- 
hold tenants  of  a  manor  and,  as  such,  entitled  to  certain  costomaiy  rights : 
the  defendant  the  lord  of  the  manor  denied  by  answer  both  the  plaintiffs' 
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title  as  freeholders  and  the  existence  of  the  rights.  Lord  Komilly  ordered 
production  of  all  the  court  rolls,  on  the  ground  that  if  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
tenants  that  defence  should  have  been  raised  by  plea,  and  that  the  lord  of 
the  manor  could  not  avoid  disclosing  the  court  rolls  or  prevent  any  examina- 
tion of  them  by  asserting  that  they  did  not  show  the  plaintiffs*  title  when 
their  title  was  as  tenants  of  the  manor  and  the  question  was  what  their 
rights  were. 

Where  plaintiffs  claimed  adversely  to  the  manor  and  it  was  the  defendant, 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  who  asserted  that  they  were  tenants  of  the  manor, 
they  were  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  reversing  Bacon,  V.  C.  to  have  no 
right  to  see  the  manorial  title  or  documents,  though  the  documents  might 
show  that  they  had  certain  customary  rights :  for  it  was  by  means  of  these 
documents  that  the  lord  would  establish  uiat  they  were  tenants  and  so  defeat 
their  claim :  Owen  v.  Wynne. 

In  Minet  v.  Morgan,  pp.  286,  288,  Lord  Komilly  drew  a  distinction  between 
a  claim  to  common  appurtenant  and  a  claim  to  common  appendant  by  a  tenant 
of  the  manor.  The  former  not  claiming  as  tenant  of  the  manor,  there  being 
no  privity  therefore  between  him  and  the  lord,  must  to  get  production  of 
the  lord*  s  documents  either  show  that  the  right  he  claims  has  been  actually 
exercised  for  a  long  time,  or  that  the  documents  would  tend  to  establish  his 
claim.  AccordingTy  in  this  case  where  a  plaintiff  claimed  common  appur- 
tenant over  a  heath  and  the  lord  denied  the  right,  the  plaintiff  was  held 
entitled  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  there  were  facts  to  show  his  right 
to  look  at,  (1)  the  records  of  and  documents  relating  to  courts  leet  and  courts 
baron  of  the  manor,  and  (2)  those  relating  to  the  taking  of  gravel  and  turf 
on  the  heath,  though  he  swore  as  to  (1)  that  they  related  solely  to  the  manor 
and  the  titles  to  lands  of  the  manor  and  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  tenants 
of  whom  the  plaintiff  did  not  claim  to  be  one,  and  as  to  (2)  that  they  were 
private  documents  belonging  to  him  as  owner  of  the  heath  to  the  production 
of  which  no  one  not  holding  a  right  of  common  over  the  heath  was  entitled ; 
and  also  to  have  a  further  affidavit  of  ancient  documents  connected  with  the 
manor  and  relating  to  the  heath  and  of  deeds  and  evidences  of  title  to  the 
manor  and  heath  and  records  of  courts  and  maps  of  the  manor :  but  on  the 
defendant  making  an  affidavit  of  documents  said  to  relate  to  the  manor  but 
to  relate  to  the  matters  in  the  suit  only  as  .being  parts  of  his  title  to  the  manor, 
and  not  to  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  property  or  his  alleged  right  or  to  support 
it,  &c.  or  to  defeat  the  defendant's  defence  (see  as  to  the  ordinary  form  of  pro- 
tection poitj  pp.  487 — 494),  the  plaintiff  was  held  not  entitled  to  see  them, 
neither  of  the  conditions  laid  down  above  being  satisfied. 

Where  an  order  for  inspeotion  was  made  in  a  suit  in  equity 
between  the  lord  and  the  tenants  the  inspection  could  be  made 
without  paying  the  steward's  fees  as  in  an  ordinary  case : 
Hoare  v.  Wihm,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  1. 


(c)  Membei^a  of  Corporatiom  and  the  Corporation  Documents. 

See  as  to  shareholders  in  companies  jpo^^,  Section  lY. 

A  member  of  a  corporation  was  not  entitled  whenever  he 
chose  to  examine  generally  and  take  copies  of  all  the  corpora- 
tion documents :  according  to  the  later  cases  at  all  events  he 
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was  only  entitled  to  inspection  for  the  specific  purpose  of 
some  matter  (and  then  only  of  such  documents  as  bore  upon 
the  question)  in  dispute  between  himself  and  the  corporation 
or  another  member  of  the  corporation,  though  an  action  need 
not  have  been  actually  pending :  iJ.  v.  Merchant  Taihra  Co, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  pp.  124,  125, 128, 129  :  Re  Burton  (^  Saddlers  Co. 
31  L.  J.  Q.  B.  62  :  R.  v.  Babb,  3  T.  E.  579 :  R.  v.  Beverley, 
8  Dowl.  140  :  Tayl.  Evid.  pp.  1259—1260  :  R.  v.  Ne^ccastk, 
2  Str.  1222—1224 :  Anon.  2  Ves.  620  :  Mayor  of  Southampton 
V.  OraveSy  8  T.  E..  590,  p.  592 :  (or  it  is  conceived  in  a  dis- 
pute with  a  stranger :  see  R.  v.  Newcastle,  2  Str.  1222  :  and 
jB.  v.  Merchant  Tailors  Co.  p.  128,  commenting  on  it) :  touch- 
ing his  rights  as  a  member,  not  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining 
his  private  claims :  Stevens  v.  Mayor  o/Bericick,  4  Dowl.  277  : 
and  see  A.  O.  v.  Corp.  of  Poole,  cited  3  Sw.  268,  n.  informa- 
tion by  persons  claiming  to  elect  a  curate. 

In  Be  Burton  ^  Saddlers  Co,  at  p.  64  Orompton,  J.  says :  ''I  take  the  result 
of  the  cases  to  be  that  a  mandamus  may  go  agfainst  a  corporation  at  the 
instance  of  a  member  of  the  corporation  to  inspect  and  see  whether  he  can 
raise  a  particular  case  in  his  favour  by  examining  the  books.  It  must  in  my 
view  be  a  case  with  reference  to  some  defined  distinct  dispute,  as  to  which  it 
appears  that  it  might  be  to  his  advantage  to  see  the  minutes  of  the  corpora- 
tion." In  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  inspect  minutes  relating  to 
past  elections  to  an  office  for  the  purpose  of  making  out  his  right  to  such 
office.  In  B,  v.  Merchant  Tailors  Co.  the  application  was  refused  as  not  being 
within  the  principles  above  stated,  inspection  being  sought  of  all  the  corpora- 
tion documents  upon  allegations  of  general  misconduct  in  laanagement  of 
the  corporation  affairs  and  also  in  particular  matters  not  affecting  the  appli- 
cant. See  also  Imperial  Gas  Co.  v.  Clarke,  and  Birmingham,  ^e.  Co.  v.  White, 
referred  to  post,  p.  293. 

In  jR.  V.  Bdbb  the  rule  ordered  inspection  of  the  documents 
in  whose  custody  soever  they  were. 

A  person  affected  by  the  bye  laws  of  a  corporation  and 
living  xmder  their  rule  though  not  a  member  was  allowed  to 
inspect  the  bye  laws  in  an  action  against  him  for  breach 
thereof :  Harrison  v.  WilUanis,  3  B.  &  C.  162. 

A  defendant  to  an  action  by  a  corporation  for  tolls  had  no 
right  to  inspect  the  corporation  documents :  he  was  a  mere 
stranger  and  the  claim  against  him  was  like  a  claim  by  any 
private  person :  Mayor  of  Southampton  v.  Graves,  pp.  693 — 
594,  disapproving  some  earlier  cases  contra :  Harrison  v. 
Williams :    Hodges  v.  Atkis,  3  Wils.  398 :    jB.  v.  Beverley, 
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8  DowL  140 :  and  see  Anon.  2  Ves.  621,  where  Lord  Hard-> 
"wieke  ordered  discovery  of  the  petty  customs :  and  Bolton 
V.  Liverpool^  and  other  cases  referred  to  posty  pp.  496 — 496, 
where  the  right  to  inspection  by  way  of  discovery  was  tested 
in  the  same  way  as  in  an  action  between  strangers :  but  in  City 
of  London  v.  Thomson^  3  Sw.  266,  n.  inspection  was  allowed 
in  such  a  case  apparently  by  analogy  to  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant.  In  a  common  law  case,  Bristol  v.  Visger, 
8  D.  &  E.  434,  it  was  refused,  though  the  defendant  had 
become  a  member  of  the  corporation  since  the  commencement 
of  the  action. 

See  as  to  inspection  of  books  of  admission  of  freemen,  &o. 
imder  32  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  s.  4,  Davies  v.  Humphreys^  3  M.  &  S. 
223. 

Stockholders  are  entitled  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of 
entries  in  the  Bank  of  England  books  relating  to  the  stock 
in  which  they  are  interested :  Foster  v.  Bank  of  Englandy  8 
Q.  B.  689 ;  and  similarly  holders  of  East  India  Company's 
Stock:  Oeary  v.  Hopkins y  2  Lwrd  Eay.  861.  In  Foster  v. 
Bank  of  Englandy  an  action  for  refusal  to  pay  dividends  on 
certain  stock,  the  bank  alleging  that  the  stock  had  been 
transferred  from  the  pledntifE's  name,  were  ordered  to  allojv 
him  to  inspect  the  entry  of  the  alleged  transfer. 

As  to  inspection  by  a  member  of  the  college  of  physicians, 
see  -B.  V.  Westy  1  Wils.  240  :  by  a  member  of  the  university 
of  archives,  &c.,  B.  v.  Pumelly  1  Wils.  239 :  by  a  prebendary 
of  chapter  charters.  Young  v.  Lamby  1  Will.  Black  37 :  and 
generally  as  to  other  instances,  see  note  to  B.  v.  Neiccastky  2 
Str.  1222. 


(d)  Miscellaneous  Public  Documents. 

Post  oflSce  books  where  the  question  in  the  cause  concerns 
a  transaction  therein :  Crete  v.  Blackbuniy  1  Wils.  240 : 
custom  house  books  where  the  question  was  touching  the 
subject  matter  in  the  book :  Benson  v.  Forty  ibid. :  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  and  of  the  committitur  indorsed  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  marshal :  Fox  v.  JoneSy  7  B.  &  0.  732 :  bishop's 

P.  V 
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registry  of  presentation  by  person  claiming  riglit  to  present : 
Fiiwh  V.  Ely,  8  B.  &  C.  112. 

For  inspection  of  other  public  documents  such  as  official 
documents,  records  of  courts  of  law,  indictments,  depositions, 
&c.,  see  PhiU.  Evid.  II.  159—168  :  Tayl.  Evid.  1245-1268. 

For  cases  where  inspection  of  public  documents  is  provided 
by  statutes,  see  Tayl.  Evid.  1266—1278. 


IV.  Shareholders  in  Companies :  {both  as  to  Inspection  and 
Discovery  of  Documents  and  as  to  Discovery  generally)  : 
the  Poicers  and  Duties  of  Liquidators. 

See  ante.  Sect.  III.  as  to  members  of  corporations. 

(a)    Wliere  the  Company  is  not  in  Liquidation. 

By  sections  117, 119  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  1845  (8  Vict.  c.  16,  sects.  117,  119),  provision  is 
made  for  inspection  of  the  books  of  account  and  other  books 
of  companies  by  the  shareholders  at  reasonable  times  during 
prescribed  periods :  and  in  the  private  acts  of  many  com- 
panies there  are  clauses  of  a  similar  nature. 

It  is  not,  however,  the  intention  of  these  sections  and 
clauses  that  a  shareholder  shall  have  an  absolute  right  to 
inspect  all  the  documents  of  the  company  whenever  he  chooses, 
and  that  they  are  to  be  always  open  to  his  inspection :  he  is 
only  entitled  to  see  them  for  some  reasonable  or  proper  object : 
B.  V.  Grand  Canal  Co.  1  Ir.  L.  E.  337 :  (and  see  E.  v,  Clear^ 
ante,  p.  284,  churchwardens*  accounts) :  It.  v.  London  and  St. 
Katharine* s  Docks  Co.  44  L.  J.  Q».  B.  4.  But  it  was  held  not 
an  improper  object  where  a  shareholder,  who  was  acting  as 
solicitor  for  another  company  which  had  been  engaged  in 
successful  litigation  with  the  company  in  question,  sought 
inspection  of  the  register  of  shareholders  for  the  purpose  of 
canvassing  them  in  order  to  induce  them  to  vote  against 
appealing  from  the  adverse  decision  in  such  litigation :  R. 
V.  Wilts  and  Berks,  8fr.  Co.  29  L.  T.  922. 
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* 

There  is  no  inflexible  or  universal  rule  that  the  shareholder 
must,  on  making  application  to  the  directors  or  other  officials 
for  inspection,  state  what  his  object  is :  i2.  v.  Lmuhn  and  St 
Katharine'B  Docks  Co. :  It.  v.  Wilts  and  Berks,  8fc.  Co. :  cer- 
tainly where  he  only  seeks  to  inspect  a  single  document,  such 
for*  instance  as  the  register  of  shcureholders :  J2.  v.  Wilts  and 
Berks,  8fc.  Canal  Co.    But  if  his  application  is  to  see  all  the 
company's  documents,  it  seems  that  he  must  state  his  object : 
see  jR.  V.    Wilts  and  Berks,  Sfc.  Co.  p.  924 :  and  It.  v.  Grand 
Canal  Co.  where  the  application  was  to  inspect  the  minute 
books  of  all  the  half-yearly  meetings,  and  where  the  appli- 
cant showed  no  reasonable  object  for  his  application  either 
to  the  directors  or  to  the  court.    And  more  particularly,  where 
the  documents  contain  particulars  of  transactions  which  it 
might  be  prejudicial  or  inconvenient  to  disclose ;  he  must 
show  that  his  object  is  a  legitimate  one  and  possesses  for  him 
an  advantage  proportionate  to  the  disadvantage  it  may  bring 
to  the  company:  It.  v.  London  and  8t.  Katharine^ s  Docks  Co. : 
JR.  V.  Wilts  and  Berks,  Sfc.  Co.  3  A.  &  E.  477.    At  any  rate 
the  court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus  in  such  cases  unless  he 
satisfy  the  court  that  his  object  is  a  reasonable  one :  B.  v. 
London  and  St.  Katharine^ s  Docks  Co. :  B.  v.  Wilts  atid  Berks, 
8fc.  Co.  3  A.  &  E.  477 :  B.  v.  Grand  Canal  Co. :  see  also  B.  v. 
Clear.    But  it  seems  that  if  he  then  show  that  he  seeks  in- 
spection for  a  proper  object,  the  court  will  grant  a  mandamus, 
though  the  directors  or  other  officials  may  have  been  right  in 
refusing  his  application  for  inspection,  he  having  stated  no 
object :  see  the  cases  above.     He  must  however  show  that 
there  has  been  a  refusal  in  the  proper  quarter :  B.  v.  Wilts 
and  Berks,  Sfc.  Co.  3  A.  &  E.  477,  where  the  applicant  was 
informed  that  his  application  would  be  considered  (and  qu. 
whether  he  had  applied  to  the  proper  persons)  and  this  was 
held  to  be  no  refusal.     The  granting  of  a  mandamus  is  dis- 
cretionary :  B.  V.  London  and  St.  Katharim^s  Docks  Co. :  B. 
V.  Wilts  §•  Berks,  ^c.  Co.  29  L.  T.  922. 

Under  section  43  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  the  register 
of  mortgages  is  open  to  the  inspection  of  any  creditor  or 
member  of  the  company :  and  a  member's  solicitor  may  in- 

y? 
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spect  on  his  behalf :  Re  Credit  Co.  11  Ch.  D.  256 :  and  in 
that  case  an  order  was  made  for  liberty  for  himself,  his  solicitor 
or  agent  to  inspect  (see  further  as  to  this  casejpos^). 

Where  by  a  special  clause  in  the  deed  of  settlement  share- 
holders were  entitled  to  inspect  "  the  books  wherein  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  company  were  recorded,"  these  words  were 
held  not  to  include  minute  books  of  the  directors'  proceed- 
ings :  R.  V.  Mariqnita,  ^c.  Co.  1  E.  &  E.  289 ;  28  L.  J. 
a  B.  67. 

Aj5  to  inspection  by  an  execution  creditor  of  a  company 
under  the  act,  see  Header  v.  Isle  of  Wight  Ferry  Co.  9  W.  B». 
750,  and  Pontet  v.  Basingstoke  Canal  Co.  2  Bing.  N.  S.  370. 

A  petition  is  a  cause  or  matter,  and  therefore  discovery 
may  be  obtained  therein  under  the  rules  of  Ord.  XXXI. 
independently  of  any  statutory  or  other  right  of  inspection 
which  a  shareholder  may  have.  Where  a  shareholder  peti- 
tioned for  a  compulsory  winding-up  order  and  a  director 
filed  an  affidavit  in  opposition,  in  which  he  gave  certain 
figures  which  he  sud  were  taken  from  the  company's  books, 
the  petitioner  gave  notice  of  inspection,  under  rule  15,  of  the 
books  therein  referred  to,  and  it  seems  that  if  his  notice  had 
been  in  proper  form  (see  ante^  p.  243)  an  order  would  have 
been  made :  Re  Credit  Co.  11  Ch.  D.  256.  But  a  petitioner 
in  a  winding-up  petition  is  not  necessarily  and  in  all  cases 
entitled  to  inspection  of  the  company's  books :  for  instance 
where  the  court  sees  the  petition  is  a  speculative  one,  or  a 
wrecker's  petition:  see  Re  West  Devon  Great  Consols  Mine, 
post. 

An  order  for  production  before  an  examiner  of  a  company's 
books  for  the  purpose  of  the  cross-examination  of  an  officer 
on  his  affidavit  in  opposition  to  a  winding-up  petition  is  not 
by  way  of  discovery:  Re  Emma  Silver  Mining  Co.  L.  E. 
10  Ch.  194. 

In  an  action  (at  common  law  after  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts)  for 
calls,  the  company  being  in  liquidation,  the  defendant  having 
been  allowed  inspection  of  the  registry  and  the  allotment  and 
agenda  books,  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to  interfere  with 
the  judge's  discretion:  Lancashire^  8fc.  Co.  v.  Oreatorcx,  14 
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L.  T.  290.  In  an  earlier  case  before  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts  an 
order  was  refused,  partly  apparentiy  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  neglected  to  apply  to  the  company  for  inspection  as 
pointed  out  by  the  statute  of  the  company,  and  partly  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  sought  not  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the 
defendant  to  plead  a  particular  plea  but  in  order  to  fish  out  a 
defence  (as  to  which  see  further  ante^  p.  268) :  Birmingham^ 
8fc,  Co.  V.  Wfiitdy  1  Q.  B,  283 :  and  see  Imperial  Gas  Co,  v. 
Clarke  referred  to  ante^  p.  268. 

See  also  Metropolitan^  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Hawkins^  cited  posty 
p.  513,  an  action  for  libel  by  a  company  against  a  share-* 
holder. 

See  as  to  inspection  by  a  shareholder  in  a  cost  book  com- 
pany under  the  Stannaries  Act,  1855,  s.  22  (enabling  the 
vice-warden  to  make  an  order  for  inspection  of  the  company's 
books  on  the  application  of  any  adventurer  or  shareholder  in 
the  mine,  or  creditor  of  the  adventurers,  though  no  suit  is 
pending).  Re  The  West  Devon  Great  Consols  Mirny  32  W.  R. 
890,  where  the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed  an  order  of  the  vice- 
warden  giving  inspection  to  a  shareholder,  petitioner  in  a 
winding-up  petition,  and  adjourning  the  petition  for  this 
purpose,  holding  that  the  mere  pendency  of  the  petition  did 
not  take  away  the  power  to  order  inspection  under  that  sec- 
tion, and  that  it  was  a  case  for  the  exercise  of  his  discretion ; 
and  see  ante  further  as  to  this  case. 


(b)   Where  the  Cotnpany  is  in  Liquidation. 

The  right  of  a  shareholder  to  inspect  the  company's  books 
by  virtue  of  the  articles  of  association  was  held  not  to  apply 
when  the  company  was  in  voluntary  liquidation :  He  York- 
shire Fibre  Co.  L.  R.  9  Eq.  651.  But  where  a  company  was 
being  wound  up  only  for  the  purpose  of  re-construction,  this 
being  a  winding  up  in  name  only,  a  shareholder  in  the  re- 
constructed company  was  held  bound  by  a  clause  in  the 
articles  restricting  the  right  of  inspection:  Be  Metropolitan 
and  Provincial  Bank,  16  W.  R.  668. 
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By  act  of  parliament  provision  is  made  for  giving  access 
to  any  person  interested :  Re  Contract  Corporation^  GoocVa 
case,  L.  E.  7  Oh.  207,  p.  210. 

Seotdon  156,  Companies  Act,  1862 : — 

Where  an  order  has  been  made  for  winding  np  a  company  by  the  court 
or  subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  court  the  court  may  make  sucn  order  for 
the  inspection  by  the  creditors  and  contributories  of  the  company  of  its  books 
and  papers  as  the  court  thinks  just,  and  any  books  and  papers  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  company  may  be  inspected  by  creditors  or  contacibutories  in  con- 
formity with  the  order  of  the  court  but  not  further  or  otherwise. 

The  official  liquidator  is  in  the  position  of  a  receiver  and 
manager  of  partnership  assets.  He  must  maintain  an  even 
and  impartial  hand  between  all  the  persons  whose  interests 
are  involved  in  the  winding  up  :  he  is  an  officer  of  the  court : 
he  is  bound  to  see  that  everybody  has  a  fair  field  and  no 
favour.  "  If  a  person  interested  in  any  such  case  "  (that  is 
to  say  any  person  whose  interests  are  involved  in  the  winding 
up)  "  desires  to  see  any  books  or  papers,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
liquidator  to  give  him  not  only  access  to  them,  but  to  give 
him  every  assistance  and  facility  in  finding  out  which  are  the 
relevant  books  and  papers  he  requires :  and  if  the  liquidator 
has  already  ascertained  any  books  or  papers  bearing  on  the 
subject,  he  should  frankly  place  this  information  at  the 
service  of  the  party.  But  this  is  a  very  different  thing  from 
the  liquidator  being  obliged  at  the  instance  of  every  person 
interested  in  every  question  arising,  to  employ  that  time,  which 
unfortunately  is  so  costly  to  the  contributories,  in  making 
that  fresh  and  careful  investigation  of  the  papers  and  docu- 
ments in  his  possession  which  would  be  requisite  to  enable 
him  truthfully  to  make  the  ordinary  affidavit  which  is  re- 
quired from  a  party  or  quasi-party  called  on  to  make  dis- 
covery:"  Re  Contract  Corporationy  pp.  211 — ^212,  213. 

Contributories  or  any  person  interested  will  as  a  rule  be  allowed  to  inspect 
the  docimients  of  the  company  at  their  own  expense :  R$  Birmingham  Banking 
Co.  36  L.  J.  160 :  Be  Joint  Stock  Discount  Co.  ibid. :  16  "W.  R.  99  :  London  Bank 
of  Scotland f  16  W.  It.  1103  :  in  spite  of  a  clause  in  the  articles  precluding-  a 
i^reholder  from  inspection :  2ie  Birmingham  Banking  Co, :  (the  clause  ceases 
to  apply  in  liquidation,  see  Yorkshire  Fibre  Co.  ante,  p.  293) :  the  object  of 
the  166th  section  {ante)  being  only  to  prevent  vexatious  inspection:  ibid. 
The  inspection  must  be  at  reasonable  times  and  on  reasonable  notice ;  and 
the  information  must  not  be  divulged,  the  order,  if  necessary,  being  so  framed 
(see  antej  p.  238) :  ibid.    In  Be  Joint  Stock  Discount  Co.  a  special  older  under 
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Bpeoial  Giicuxnstanoes  was  made  for  inspection  bj  an  accountant,  see  ante, 
p.  179. 

Where  one  company  had  transfeired  its  business  to  another  company,  and 
subseqaently  both  companies  went  into  liquidation,  an  order  was  made  on 
the  latter  company  to  produce  the  books  of  the  former  company  for  the 
inspection  of  its  hquidator  at  reasonable  times  in  the  judge's  chambers : 
Natumal  Financial  Co,l5W.  R,  499. 

See  also  £x  parte  Walker,  16  Jur.  863,  where  the  court  refused  on  the 
motion  of  a  contributory  to  discharge  an.  order  for  inspection  of  certain  books 
in  the  hands  of  the  official  manager  obtained  by  D.  on  behalf  of  cieditors 
who  had  filed  their  daimi. 


But  where  there  is  a  question  between  the  liquidator  as  re- 
presenting the  company  on  the  one  hand  and  the  contributory 
or  other  person  on  the  other  hand,  the  liquidator  is  in  the 
same  position  and  is  under  the  same  obligation  to  give  dis- 
covery as  if  he  were  the  opposite  party  in  an  aotion :  Ite  Con- 
tract Corporation^  OoocVa  case,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  207 :  Re  BarnetVs 
Banking  Co.  Ex  parte  Contract  Corp,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  350 :  as  if 
he  were  the  officer  called  upon  to  give  discovery  on  behalf  of 
a  litigant  company :  ihid.  "  Among  the  other  duties  of  an 
official  liquidator,  it  may  fall  to  him  to  represent  the  company 
as  a  party  litigant.  The  company  can  only  sue  or  be  sued 
through  his  agency,  and  where  there  is  a  suit,  or  where  there 
is  in  the  winding  up  a  proceeding  which  is  in  substance 
though  not  in  form  a  bill  or  action  by  or  agunst  the  com- 
pany, then,  from  the  very  necessity  of  the  case,  the  adverse 
party  has  a  right  to  deal  with  the  official  liquidator  as  the 
litigant,  and  to  obtain  from  him  the  same  measure  of  dis- 
covery in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  from  any  other 
litigant.  That  is  the  principle  of  the  case  {Re  Barned's 
Banking  Co.)^  and  that  principle  sufficiently  indicates  the 
limits  of  its  application  " :  Re  Contract  Corporation^  p.  212. 

"When  therefore  the  liquidator  seeks  to  put  a  party  on  the  A.  list  of  contri- 
butories  and  the  party  disputes  his  liability,  the  liquidator  is  bound  (but  see 
Re  Mutual  Society,  post)  to  make  an  affidavit  of  documents  relating  to  the 
particular  shares  or  to  the  matters  in  question  whateyer  they  may  be :  JRe 
Contract  Corporation  :  and  to  answer  all  relevant  interrogatories :  Re  Lamed* $ 
Banking  Co,  :  for  the  question  is  between  him  on  the  one  side  and  the  com- 
pany on  the  other  side.  But  where  he  only  seeks  to  put  him  on  the  B.  list 
of  past  contributories,  there  the  question  is  one  with  which  the  existing 
company  have  no  concern,  and  the  liquidator  is  not,  as  representing  the  com- 
pany, a  party  or  quasi-paity  either  for  discoyery  or  otherwise  to  the  dispute, 
and  is  only  bound  to  see  that  everybody  has  a  fair  field  and  no  favour :  R$ 
Contract  Corporation,  p.  213. 
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But  although  the  obKgation  of  the  liquidator  to  give  full 
discovery  in  such  a  case  is  the  same  as  if  he  were  a  litigant 
party  in  an  action,  he  will  not  as  of  course  be  ordered  to 
make  an  affidavit  of  documents.  He  is  an  officer  of  the 
court,  and  if  he  will  not  do  what  is  right,  the  court  will 
compel  him.  The  proper  course  for  a  hostile  litigant  who 
seeks  inspection  is  to  apply  to  the  liquidator,  and  he  is  bound 
to  show  him  all  the  documents  on  which  he  relies,  and  any 
other  documents  which  the  litigant  desires  to  see ;  and  if  the 
liquidator  refuses,  the  court  will  order  production  :  or  imder 
special  circumstances,  as  if  there  is  reason  for  distrusting  him 
or  for  supposing  that  he  is  trying  to  avoid  production  of  some 
particular  document :  Re  Mutual  Society ^  22  Ch.  D.  714,  pp. 
720,  721,  where  the  liquidator  sought  to  make  the  directors 
liable  for  acts  of  misfeasance,  and  where  the  Court  of  Appeal 
refused  to  order  the  liquidator  to  make  an  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments, the  liquidator  having  offered  inspection  of  all  the 
documents. 

See  a  curious  case,  Madrid  Bank  v.  Bayley^  cited  anie^ 
p.  77,  where  the  liquidator  (plaintiff)  was  unable  to  procure 
an  affidavit  of  documents  from  the  late  directors  on  whom 
an  order  had  been  made  at  the  defendant's  instance. 

The  liquidator  has  a  reciprocal  right  against  the  hostile 
litigant :  Alexandra  Palace  Co,  16  Ch.  D.  58,  where  leave 
was  given  him  to  interrogate  the  secretary  of  the  association, 
claimants  in  the  winding  up,  the  secretary  having  already 
made  an  affidavit  of  documents. 

In  Re  National  Funds  Assurance  Co.  24  W.  E.  774,  the 
Court  of  Appeal  held  that  they  had  jurisdiction  xmder  rule  14 
(see  antcj  p.  163)  to  order  an  affidavit  of  documents  for  the 
purpose  of  an  appeal  from  a  summons  to  strike  off  a  con- 
tributory in  proceedings  imder  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  but 
xmder  the  circumstances  the  motion  was  directed  to  stand 
over  till  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  to  see  whether  fresh 
evidence  should  be  admitted,  the  documents  required  to  be 
in  court  so  as  to  be  produced  if  the  court  should  direct :  and 
seej^os^,  p.  604. 

By  section  115  the  court  is  enabled  after  it  has  made  an 


DOCUMENTS  IN  WHICH  THE  APPLICANT  HAS  A  PROPERTY.       297 

order  for  winding  up  to  summon  before  it  any  officer  (in- 
cluding the  liquidator)  of  the  company,  or  any  other  person 
under  conditions  and  for  objects  similar  or  analogous  to  those 
contained  in  clause  27  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (see  2>o^^j 
p.  575),  the  production  of  any  documents  being  without  pre- 
judice to  any  clum  for  lien  (see  as  to  production  and  lien, 
ante^  p.  205).  See  Buckley  for  the  practice  under  this 
section. 

The  object  of  this  section  is  discovery  not  evidence,  as  of 
section  27  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (see  posty  p.  575),  the 
object  is  to  put  the  applicant  on  the  track  of  inquiry :  see  Re 
Ottoman  Co.  15  W.  E.  1069. 

Any  person  may  be  summoned  under  this  section,  though 
not  a  creditor  merely  because  he  is  a  creditor,  unless  it  is 
shown  that  he  may  be  able  to  give  information:  Re  Accidental 
and  Marine  Insurance  Co,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  22 :  Masaey  v.  Allen^ 
9  Ch.  D.  p.  169. 

The  power  conferred  by  this  section  is  an  inquisitorial 
power,  and  must  not  therefore  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
vexation  and  oppression :  Re  Metropolitan  Bank  He\riyrC%  caaCj 
15  Ch.  D.  139,  where  a  voluntary  liquidator  was  refused 
leave  to  examine  a  person  whom  he  had  already  interrogated 
in  an  action. 

Any  relevant  questions  may  be  put :  Massey  v.  Allen^  9 
Ch.  D.  164. 

The  ordinary  grounds  of  protection  are  open  to  persons 
examined  under  this  section,  that  is  to  say  professional  privi- 
lege, and  exposure  to  criminal  prosecution :  Re  Silkatone  and 
Dodsworthy  Sfc,  Co.  19  Ch.  D.  p.  121 :  Re  London  Gas  Meter 
Co.  20  W.  Br.  394 :  but  see  as  to  the  examination  of  a  bank« 
rupt,  posty  p.  576. 
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BOOK  11. 

OBJECTIONS  TO  DISCOVEBY. 


INTRODUCTOEY  CHAPTER. 

I.  Matters  not  constituting  by  themselves  Objections  to  Discovery 

which  is  clearly  vnateriaL 

The  following  matters  do  not  independently  or  by  them- 
selves oonstitute  objeotions  to  disoovery  which  is  clearly 
material  for  the  determination  of  an  issue  immediately  and 
certainly  about  to  come  on  for  trial  (sufficiently  material  or 
necessary  at  tiiat  stage  of  the  action,  see  ante^  p.  25,  referring 
to  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  6  and  12,  and'the  references  there  given), 
though  they  are  elements  which  will  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion by  the  court  where  the  discovery  is  not  clearly  so 
material:  see  ante^  pp.  11 — 12,  28,  29,  31. 

(A.)  Wliere  the  Party  called  upon  to  give  the  Discovery  is  in" 
juriously  affected, 

(a)  Expense^  inconvenience^  trouble  {except  perhaps  where  the 
Party  seeking  the  Discovery  could  get  it  easily ^  effectually 
and  cheaply  aliunde ^  bob  post  (b),  or  where  he  could  get 
it  by  Inspection  of  the  Opponent's  Documents^  see  ante^ 
2)p,  91,  123,  or  by  way  of  Admissions  or  Particulars^ 
see  ante^p,  91). 

Under  rule  7  interrogatories  may  be  struck  out  if  prolix  or 
oppressive,  see  ante^  pp.  105,  106,  and  see  ante,  pp.  103,  121, 
as  to  unnecessarily  wide  interrogatories :  but  where  the 
whole  of  an  interrogatory  is  clearly  material  at  that  stage  of 
the  action  it  is  conceived  that  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  prolix 
or  oppressive  (subject  to  the  considerations  in  the  heading 
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above)  for  the  purpose  of  striking  it  out  however  much 
expense  time  and  trouble  the  giving  of  it  may  involve. 
And  so  with  respect  to  the  provision  for  setting  aside  inter- 
rogatories exhibited  unreasonably  or  vexatiously,  see  ante^ 
pp.  101, 104. 

It  was  said  that  the  court  would  not  enforce  or  would 
exercise  a  proper  control  over  any  attempt  on  a  party's  part 
to  press  for  discovery  which  would  be  vexatious  or  oppressive : 
Hlmer  v.  Cre<w/^  L.  R.  9  Ch.  pp.  73 — 74 :  Saull  v.  Browne^ 
ibid.  p.  367 :  O,  W.  C.  Co,  v.  Tuclcer,  ibid.  p.  376 :  JReade  v. 
Wbodrqffby  24  Beav.  p.  426  :  and  see  antCy  p.  31 ;  but  here 
again  if  the  discoveiy  was  clearly  material  at  that  stage  it 
was  not  in  that  sense  vexatious  or  oppressive  however  much 
expense  time  and  trouble  the  giving  of  it  might  involve. 

Where  the  party  has  been  unnecessarily  put  to  expense  in 
answering  interrogatories,  making  affidavits^of  documents,  or 
producing  documents,  he  may  be  able  to  recover  his  costs 
under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  3,  or  Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (20),  see  these 
rules  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  VIII.  and  see  ante^  p.  116,  as  to 
interrogatories :  see  Sill  v.  Hart-Davis,  ante,  p.  229,  in 
reference  to  a  prolix  affidavit  of  documents. 


(b)  (See  ante,  p.  298)  That  the  Party  seeking  the  Discovert/ 
can  get  the  required  Infonnatian  aliunde  {except  perhaps 
ichere  giving  the  Discovery  would  involve  JEapense  Incon^ 
venience  or  Trouble,  see  ante  (a)). 

Every  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  a  discoveiy  from  his  ad- 
versary of  every  fact  of  which  he  was  cognisant  whether  the 
plaintiff  could  prove  them  aliunde  or  not :  Sp.  Eq.  Jur.  I. 
677 :  and  see  Hodsoll  v.  Taylor,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  p.  83. 

One  reason  is  that  the  party  may  require  the  discovery  in 
the  form  of  an  admission  by  the  adversary,  see  ante,  p.  2. 

It  was  no  objection  to  producing  a  pedigree  obtained  from 
the  Herald's  College  that  the  party  had  obtained  it  at  his 
own  expense :  Wright  v.  Vernon,  1  Dr.  p.  351.  So  a  copy  of 
a  public  document:  see  Bolton  v.  Corp.  Liverpool,  3  Sim. 
pp.  479 — 480 :  and  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  post,  p.  392. 
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The  decision  in  Bird  v.  Mabt/j  1  G.  B.  N.  S.  308,  refusing 
discovery  of  matters  which  the  interrogating  party  might 
have  obtained  from  his  own  agents,  was  disregarded  in  JRetc 
V.  Hutchim,  10  0.  B.  N.  S.  829. 

It  was  considered  an  additional  reason  for  ordering  dis* 
covery  that  it  rested  exclusively  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
party  from  whom  it  was  sought,  as  where  the  matters  were 
transactions  or  communications  with  a  deceased  person :  Hill 
V.  Waiesy  L.  R.  9  €.  P.  688 :  Hawkins  v.  Carr,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 
89 :  and  post^  p.  457.  It  may  sometimes  happen  that  an 
executor  or  administrator  may  properly  interrogate  as  to 
circumstances  which  lay  within  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
ceased person  whom  he  represents :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Eade  v. 
Jacobs^  3  Ex.  D.  p.  337.  See  also  Daniell  v.  Bondy  cited  ante^ 
p.  185,  where  underwriters  (see  as  to  underwriters  poat^  Bk. 
III.  Ch.  II.)  and,  other  persons  were  held  entitled  to  produc- 
tion of  a  ship's  documents  as  being  the  only  means  of  getting 
certain  information:  and  see  Lush,  Pr.  855 — 856. 


(c)  (See  antCy  p.  298)  That  the  Discovery  mil  involve  a  Disclo* 
sure  of  the  Tarty* s  private  Meam  and  TransactiotiSy  his 
Trade  Secrets  Private  Btmness  and  dealings  tvith  other 
Persons,  the  Names  of  his  Customers  (see  post  (B.)  (b),  as 
to  any  Objection  on  the  ground  of  its  injuriously  affecting 
the  Custotners  or  other  Persons), 

In  O.  W.  C,  Co,  V.  Tucker:  Carver  v.  Pinto  Leite:  Moore 
V.  Craven:  Heugh  v.  Oa)*rett:  Dos  Santos  v.  Frietas:  and 
other  cases  cited  ante,  pp.  30 — 33 :  (see  also  Lingen  v.  Simp^ 
son,  6  Madd.  290 :  and  see  alsp  Attwood  v.  Small  and  other 
cases  cited  ante^  pp.  113 — 114,  where  discovery  of  this  kind 
was  refused)  :  the  discovery  was  either  altogether  immaterial 
or  only  consequentially  material ;  where  it  was  clearly  ma- 
terial for  the  determination  of  an  immediate  issue  it  would 
be  allowed :  see  for  instance  Newton  v.  Dimes,  cited  ante,  p. 
114.  In  determining  whether  particular  discovery  is  material 
or  not  the  court  will  exercise  a  discretion  in  refusing  to  en* 
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force  it  where  it  is  remote  in  its  bearings  on  the  real  point  in 
issue  and  would  be  an  oppressive  inquisition :  Wigr.  PL  228 ; 
and  see  Janson  v.  SolartCy  2  T.  &  0.  p.  137  (also  cited  post^ 
Bk.  III.  Ch.  II.),  where  the  interrogatories  were  objection- 
able as  being  immaterial  and  inquisitive. 

In  Don  D'anciscoy  31  L.  J.  Adm.  205,  it  was  held  to  be  no 
objection  to  the  production  of  relevant  letters  from  a  partner 
that  they  disclosed  the  private  secrets  of  the  business. 

See  also  Carter  v.  Ooetre^  cited  posi^  p.  305 :  and  Murray 
V.  Clayton^  cited  J90«^,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  I.  Sect.  II  (a). 

That  a  document  is  private  is  no  objection  to  its  produc- 
tion :  Newton  v.  Beresfordy  Tounge,  p.  391. 


(d)  (See  ante^  p.  298.)     That  the  Discovery  will  expose  him  to 
a  dpil  Suit, 

See  post,  p.  335,  referring  to  46  Geo.  III.  cap.  37. 
Otherwise  if  it  will  expose  him  to  criminal  or  penal  proceed- 
ings :  see  post,  Chap.  I. 


(e)  (See  ante,  298.)  That  the  Discovery  mil  involve  the  Dis* 
closure  as  against  himself  {see  as  agaimt  other  Persons 
post,  (B)  (a) )  of  private  and  confidential  Communications 
by  him  to  other  Persons  or  by  ot/ier  Pei*sons  to  himself 
except  as  to  Matters  falling  mthin  the  Doctrine  of  legal 
professional  Privilege. 

See  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  £.  pp.  94 — 95 : 
Oreenough  v.  Gaskell,  ibid.  p.  101 :  Greenlaw  v.  King,  1  Beav, 
p.  145. 
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See  OS  to  confidential  reports  to  insurance  companies  posty 
p.  304. 

See  as  to  a  scrivener  ^os^,  p.  306. 


(B.)  (See  ante,  p.  298.)  Where  other  Persona  whether  Parties 
to  the  Action  or  not  mil  be  injuriously  affected  by  the 
Disclosure, 

(a)  (See  anie^  p.  298.)  That  the  Discovery  mil  involve  the 
Disclosure  as  against  other  Persons  (see  as  against  himself 
ante,  A  (e) )  of  private  and  confidential  Communications 
by  him  to  other  Persons  or  by  other  Persons  to  himself 
concept  as  to  Matters  falling  within  the  Doctrine  of  legal 
professional  Privilege, 

The  distinction  between  a  voluntary  disclosure  out  of  court 
and  a  compulsory  disclosure  under  the  sanction  of  the  court 
is  of  the  essence  of  discovery. 

There  is  no  privilege  arising  out  of  the  closest  confidential 
relationship  except  that  of  legal  professional  confidence :  see 
Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchanty  17  Ch.  D.  p.  681 :  Greenlaw  v.  King^ 
1  Beav.  p.  145 :  8outhivark  Water  Co.  v.  Quicky  3  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  321 :  Anderson  Y,  Bank  of  British  Columbiay  2  Ch.  D.  p.  648 : 
mil  V.  miiotty  5  0.  &  P.  430  :  Bulman  v.  Young,  31  W.  E. 
766. 

It  has  been  expressly  held  that  there  is  no  privilege  to 
refuse  discoveiy  of  communications  made  to  or  knowledge 
acquired  by  persons  in  the  following  positions : — 

A  friend :  Greenlaw  v.  Kinff :  Wilson  v.  Bastall,  4  T.  B.  p.  758 ;  even  as  to 
matters  of  the  most  delicate  nature  on  which  aidvioe  is  sought  with  respect 
to  a  man's  honour  or  reputation :  Wheeler  y,  Le  Marchant ;  a  parent :  Green* 
law  T.  Kinff ;  a  servant :  Vailleant  v.  Dodemead^  2  Atk.  p.  524  ;  a  steward  : 
Wilson  V.  RastaUj  p.  759;  Greenlaw  v.  Kitig :  Vailleant  v.  Bodemead :  see 
some  doubtful  observations  in  Falmouth  v.  Moss^  II  Pri.  p.  466  ;  a  trustee : 
Jones  V.  Manchester f  I  Vent.  197 :  in  Bull  N.  F.  284  a,  it  is  said  that  a  trustee 
shall  not  be  a  witness  to  betray  the  trust,  citing  Holt  v.  Tyrrell,  referred  to 
postf  p.  804 :  and  see  also  Davies  y.  Waters,  referred  to  post,  p.  305 :  but 
there  is  no  authority  to  support  such  an  exception  to  the  general  rule ;  a 
derk :  in  Zee  v.  Birrell,  3  Campb.  337,  a  clerk  to  the  income  tax  oommis« 
sioners  who  had  taken  an  oath  of  secrecy  was  held  bound  to  produce  a  book, 
production  imder  subpoena  in  a  court  of  justice  being  an  implied  exception : 
qu.  as  to  Wchh  v.  Smith,  I  G.  &  P.  337»  where  it  seems  that  an  articled  clerk 
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would  not  have  been  permitted  to  give  evidence  against  h\a  employer  if  the 
matter  had  been  a  seoret  within  his  oath  of  secreoy ;  a  medical  man :  JFheeUr 
Y.  Z«  Marchant :  Oreenlaw  v.  King :  Duchess  of  Kingston^ s  ease^  20  How.  St. 
Tr.  672  :  ^nd  see  as  to  reports  of  medical  men  to  insurance  companies  on 
the  lives  of  the  Insured  Mahony  v.  Nationaly  ^c.  Fund  and  Zee  v.  Hammerton^ 
post,  p.  304) :  regretted  by  Buller  J.  in  Wilson  y.  RastaU  and  by  Brougham, 
L.  C.  in  Greenough  v.  Oaskell,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  103,  and  considered  in  Best. 
Evid.  p.  621  to  be  of  questionable  policy  and  harsh  and  at  variance  with  the 
practice  in  France  and  the  statute  law  in  some  of  the  U.  S.  A. ;  a  clergy- 
man :  Wheeler  v.  I,e  Marehant :  Greenlaw  v.  King :  Anon.  Skinner,  404  ; 
a  priest  even  as  to  matters  disclosed  in  confession :  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marehant : 
Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  p.  660  :  see  Best.  Evid.  pp.  522—626, 
where  some  doubt  is  expressed  as  to  whether  the  law  is  so  in  regard  to 
spiritual  advisers  of  any  creed  and  its  policy  is  questioned :  such  conununi- 
cations  are  protected  in  France  and  by  statute  in  some  of  the  U.  S.  A. 

In  Bedes.  Fl.  288,  an  arbitrator  is  put  on  the  same  footing  as  a  counsel  or 
attorney  in  respect  of  his  non-obligation  to  discover  a  fact  knowledge  of 
which  has  been  derived  from  the  confidence  reposed  in  him  in  that  capacity : 
and  see  Beames,  Fl.  271,  and  Cooper,  Fl.  300,  citing  this  passage.  But  as 
observed  in  the  note  to  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  {  1496,  in  none  of  the  cases  cited 
by  Lord  Redesdale  are  arbitrators  mentioned:  nor  in  fact  are  arbitrators 
protected  from  disclosing  facts  stated  before  them  but  only  the  grounds  of 
their  awards,  see  ante,  p.  52. 

That  oommunioations  are  written  by  a  person  privately 
and  confidentially  to  a  party  is  no  ground  of  privilege  (if 
the  doouments  are  the  sole  and  absolute  property  of  the 
party,  see  ant^,  pp.  206 — 208),  even  though  the  person  stipu- 
lates that  they  are  to  be  considered  as  private  and  confi- 
dential and  refuses  to  authorize  their  production :  M^Carquo* 
dak  V.  Bell,  1  C.  P.  D.  pp.  476,  479,  480  (discussed  po^t, 
pp.  404,  414),  where  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  requested  the 
solicitor  of  a  company  not  a  party  to  the  action  to  make 
certain  investigations,  and  the  latter  agreed  to  do  so  on  the 
stipulation  that  all  communications  from  him  to  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor  were  to  be  solely  for  the  confidential  use  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  legal  advisers  and  were  not  to  be  commu- 
nicated to  any  other  person :  and  see  Tippin  v.  CoateSy  6  Ha. 
p.  21 :  and  Taylor  v.  Milnery  11  Ves.  p.  43 :  and  see  ante^ 
p.  206,  as  to  private  and  confidential  letters.  The  person 
sending  the  document  may  intend  to  retain  his  property  in 
it  and  even  in  any  copy  which  he  may  authorize  the  party 
to  make  of  it  (see  Ent haven  v.  Cobb  explained  on  this  ground 
ante^  p.  207)  in  which  case  the  document  cannot  be  ordered 
to  be  produced  on  the  ground  of  property,  not  confidence : 
see  ant€y  p.  207. 

In  reference  to  the  refusal  of  a  defendant  tenant  for  life  to 
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disclose  the  contents  of  a  settlement  to  the  plaintiff  who  was 
interested  thereunder  Giffard,  L,  J.  in  Chkhester  v.  Donegal^ 
L.  E.  4  Ch.  p.  420,  observed,  that  when  the  defendant  said 
he  was  under  a  promise  not  to  give  the  information  that  was 
a  reason  why  he  should  be  compelled  to  give  it,  for  unques- 
tionably a  promise  by  a  person  having  the  custody  of  title 
deeds,  not  to  tell  a  person  entitled  imder  them  what  the  pro- 
perty was,  showed  that  there  was  need  for  the  courts  to  compel 
a  discovery. 

Where  a  defendant  has  by  his  acts  subjected  himself  to 
give  certain  discovery,  he  cannot  protect  himself  from  answer- 
ing by  showing  that  to  do  so  would  be  to  commit  a  breach  of 
faith  with  his  other  customers  (see  further  |70«^,  p.  306,  as  to 
customers  of  a  business) :  if  he  breaks  faith  with  them  he 
must  be  answerable  to  them  for  his  conduct:  Ihmgan  v. 
Williams^  2  Jones,  557,  p.  572.  In  this  suit  which  was 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  certain  stock  from 
the  plaintiff's  brokers,  the  defendants  alleged  that  a  gross 
amount  of  this  stock,  some  of  which  belonged  to  the  plaintiff 
and  the  remainder  to  their  other  customers,  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  a  new  firm  of  brokers :  the  allegation  being  in  this 
form,  they  were  held  bound  to  discover  the  respective  quanti- 
ties belonging  to  and  the  names  of  the  other  customers ;  and, 
as  was  said,  in  order  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  enabled  to 
test  the  accuracy  of  the  defendants'  allegations. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  a  disclosure  in  favour  of  a 
person  within  the  compact  of  confidence  and  a  disclosure  in 
favour  of  a  person  not  within  it : — 

Private  and  confidential  reports  made  by  medical  officers  of  life  insurance 
companies,  or  by  private  friends  of  the  assured  in  reference  to  liis  life  to  the 
companies,  are  not  privileged  as  against  him :  Lee  v.  Hammerton,  12  W.  R. 
975  (medical  officer  called  as  witness  for  the  defence  by  the  assui^  to  show 
insanity);  or  the  persons  by  whom  the  policy  was  effected:  Mahony  v. 
National^  ^e.  Fund,  li.  R.  6  C.  P.  262  (action  on  the  policy  against  the  com- 
pany who  pleaded  misrepresentation — production  by  the  company  ordered) ; 
unless  there  is  a  contract  on  their  part  that  the  reports  are  to  be  private 
either  with  the  company  or  with  the  officers  or  persons  making  them,  in 
which  case  it  might  be  otherwise :  see  ibid.  pp.  257,  258 :  so  they  might  be 
privileged  as  between  the  company  and  the  persons  making  them :  see  ibid. 
p.  256. 

An  old  case  of  ffolt  y,  Tyrrell,  cited  in  BuU.  N.  P.  284  as  an  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  a  trustee  shaU  not  be  a  witness  to  betray  the  trust  (as 
to  whi^  see  ante,  p.  302),  may  perhaps  be  explained  on  these  grounos. 
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There  a  person  was  produced  as  witness  to  prove  on  what  occasion  a  bond, 
the  subject  of  the  action,  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  was  given, 
and  Holt,  C.  J.  refused  to  admit  him  as  he  had  been  privately  entrusted  to 
make  the  bargain  by  both  parties  and  to  keep  it  secret.  It  seems  that  he 
was  so  entrusted  by  both  parties  and  it  was  therefore  a  party  to  the  compact 
who  was  seeking  to  have  it  divulg^ed  as  against  the  other  piurty :  but  see  post, 

Qu.  however  whether  where  there  is  a  dispute  between  the 
parties  to  the  compaot  the  obligation  of  seorecy  is  not 
removed. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  to  set  aside  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  a 
secret  process  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
possessed  of  no  secret,  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  disclose  what  the 
secret  process  was,  although  there  was  a  provision  in  the  agreement  by 
which  the  plaintiff  undertook  not  to  divulge  the  secret,  for  the  plaintiff  was 
not  claiming  under  the  agreement,  but  against  it,  and  the  only  way  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  there  was  fraud  was  by  investigating  the  process : 
Carter  v.  Goetz^  2  Keen,  581.  In  this  case,  p.  688,  Lord  Langdale  said,  *'  I 
apprehend  he  cannot  procure  another  person  to  enter  into  engagements  with 
him  bv  alleging  that  he  has  a  secret  without  at  the  same  time  subjecting 
himself  in  case  of  dispute  to  an  inquiry  whether  there  was  a  secret,  although 
the  inquiry  cannot  be  conducted  without  leading  to  a  disclosure  of  it.*' 

See  also  the  cases  cited  pott,  p.  308,  as  to  contracting  out  of  a  right  to 
inspection. 

In  further  illustration  of  the  general  proposition  reference 
may  be  made  to  the  distinction  between  the  production  of  a 
document  in  which  some  other  person  has  a  property,  in  which 
case  no  order  for  its  production  can  be  made  in  the  absence  of 
this  person,  and  the  disclosure  of  its  nature  or  contents  which, 
assuming  the  party  to  possess  the  knowledge  or  to  have  the 
means  of  acquiring  it,  cannot  be  resisted :  see  ante^  pp.  135, 
226.  No  such  distinction  between  production  of  a  docu- 
ment and  disclosure  of  its  contents  seems  to  exist  in  the  case 
of  a  witness  at  common  law.  In  Taylor,  Evid.  p.  772,  it  is 
laid  down  as  a  general  proposition,  that  whenever  a  party  is 
justified  in  refusing  to  produce  an  instrument  he  cannot  be 
forced  to  disclose  its  contents.  The  only  authority  which 
supports  such  a  proposition  are  certain  passages  in  Daviea  v. 
Waters^  9  M.  &  W.  pp.  612,  613,  where  it  is  so  laid  down  in 
reference  to  an  attorney  who  was  considered  to  hold  a  deed 
as  trustee  for  his  client.  It  is  however  to  be  observed  that 
not  only  in  this  case  but  also  in  R.  v.  Upper  Bodington,  8 
D.  &  E.  726,  also  cited  by  the  learned  author,  the  witness 
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was  an  attorney  and  the  deed  was  that  of  his  cKent,  which  of 
course  introduces  entirely  different  considerations. 


(b)  (See  ante^  p.  298)  That  the  Discovery  will  involve  the  Dis- 
closure of  the  Accounts  Private  Affairs  Dealings  or 
Names  of  the  Customers  of  a  Trade  or  Business  (see 
ante  A  (c)  as  to  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  its  inju" 
riausly  affecting  the  Party  himself). 

Although  bankers  would  generally  be  protected  from  dis- 
closing the  accounts  of  or  their  dealings  with  their  customers: 
see  Bridgewater  v.  De  Winton,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  1270  :  Telford  v. 
Rush'n,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  p.  160 ;  yet  if  there  were  a  question 
whether  a  particular  bank  by  uniform  custom  had  bound 
themselves  by  a  particular  mode  of  dealing  with  customers, 
then  the  mode  in  which  they  dealt  with  other  customers 
would  be  proper  to  be  disclosed:  Bromilly,  M.  R.  in  Warrick 
V.  Qu^en^s  Coll.  L.  R.  3  Eq.  686 :  and  so  in  the  case  of  in- 
surance companies  where  their  general  custom  is  material: 
see  Girdlestone  v.  iV.  B.  8fc.  Co,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  197,  cited  je?o«^, 
p.  467.  In  Lloyd  v.  Freshjield^  2  0.  &  P.  325,  a  banker  as 
witness  was  ordered  to  disclose  the  balance  of  a  party  to  the 
action. 

In  old  times  a  scrivener  seems  to  have  been  protected  from 
disclosing  the  names  of  persons  who  had  entrusted  him  with 
money  on  the  ground  that  he  would  be  ruined  in  his  trade, 
for  no  man  would  thereafter  employ  him :  Harvey  v.  Cluyton, 
2  Sw.  221,  n :  Anon.  Skinner,  404 :  the  former  case  was  used 
as  an  authority  in  Jones  v.  Pugh^  1  Ph.  96,  p.  103,  where  a 
solicitor  was  protected  from  disclosing  the  names  of  his  clients 
whose  money  he  had  invested  (see  further  as  to  this  case  post^ 
p.  439) :  the  Lord  Chancellor  however  seems  to  have  con- 
sidered it  an  ordinary  part  of  a  solicitor's  duty  to  lay  out 
money  for  his  clients  (see  as  to  this  post,  p.  376) ;  and  further 
the  discovery  was  really  irrelevant,  as  in  Harvey  v.  Morm, 
Pinch,  214 :  see  ante,  p.  113.     Qu.  whether  the  exception  of 
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A  sorivener  could  be  sustained  consistently    with    general 
principles :  see  also  ante^  A  (e). 

Where  partners  or  their  representatives  are  litigating  be- 
tween themselves  over  the  partnership  afiPairs  no  grounds  of 
this  kind  can  be  put  forward  so  as  to  interfere  vnth  the  obli- 
gation to  discover  the  partnership  accounts  and  transactions, 
though  the  names  of  the  debtors  or  customers  of  the  firm  vdll 
be  thereby  disclosed :  Telford  v.  Rmkinj  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  148, 
p.  150 :  so  an  executor  of  a  tradesman  when  called  upon  by 
the  residuary  legatees  to  set  out  an  account  of  the  assets  and 
liabilities  cannot  refuse  to  do  so  on  this  ground :  ibid.  p.  150. 
Where  the  partnership  is  that  of  solicitors  it  seems  that  pro- 
fessional privilege  cannot  be  asserted  so  as  to  defeat  the  obli- 
gation to  give  accounts  or  allow  inspection :  see  Brown  y, 
Perkins,  2  Ha.  540 ;  Meade  v.  Woodroffe,  24  Beav.  p.  425 
(dispute  between  solicitors  and  their  town  agents) :  but  the 
party  is  bound  not  to  prejudice  the  interests  of  his  clients : 
ibid, :  where  Lord  Eomilly  considered  that  the  defendant  could 
give  the  required  discovery  so  as  to  avoid  that  consequence : 
and  see  post f  p.  428. 


(c)  That  the  Discovery  wiil  expose  other  Persom  to  Actions: 
Tetley  v.  Easton  and  Murray  v.  dayton,  cited  post, 
Bk,  HI,  Ch,  I,  Sect,  II,  {a)  {Infringement  of  Patent)  : 
even  to  Criminal  or  Penal  Proceedings^  see  post,  p.  311. 


II.  Miscellaneous  Objections, 

See  as  to  the  objections  which  can  be  taken  in  respect  of 
interrogatories  under  rules  6  and  7,  ante,  Bk.  I.  Ch.  IV.  Sects. 

III.  and  IV. :  and  an  affidavit  of  documents  under  rule  12, 
ante,  p.  155. 

If  it  were  shown  that  there  was  any  improper  motive  in 
asking  for  discovery  the  court  might  hesitate  to  grant  it :  see 
Hodsollv.  Taylor^  Ij,  E.  9  Q.  B.  p.  83.  But  qu.  whether  as 
said  in  that  case  it  is  an  improper  motive  that  it  is  desired  to 

x2 
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avoid  subjecting  an  otherwise  necessary  witness  to  cross- 
examination. 

Qu.  as  to  discovery  merely  in  order  that  the  party  may 
prepare  himself  for  cross-examination :  see  Ladda  v.  Walthew, 
post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IV.  Sect.  I. 

In  Waters  v.  Shaftesburt/y  12  Jur.  N.  S.  p.  4,  Stuart,  V.  0. 
considered  that  where  criminal  proceedings  by  the  defendant 
were  pending  against  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  same 
matters,  the  machinery  of  the  court  should  not  be  used  to 
obtain  from  him  production  of  a  document  the  right  to  pro- 
duction of  which  was  doubtful,  and  that  it  did  concern  the 
court  what  use  might  be  made  of  the  document  in  relation  to 
those  proceedings.  But  see  ante,  p.  238,  as  to  imposing  on 
the  party  an  undertaking  not  to  use  documents  for  collateral 
purposes.  In  Tempedey  v.  Wilhtt,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  259,  in- 
spection was  refused  where  it  was  suspected  that  the  real 
object  was  for  the  purpose  of  another  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  against  a  third  person.  Under  rule  6  an  inter- 
rogatory may  be  objected  to  as  being  not  bon&  fide  for  the 
purpose  of  the  cause,  see  ante,  pp.  100,  110. 

Where  the  defendant's  object  appeared  to  be  to  gain  time 
an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  on  a  plaintiff  residing 
abroad  was  refused :  Anoii.  20  S.  J.  p.  102. 

The  right  to  discovery  may  under  very  special  circum- 
stances be  lost  by  contract  as  where  correspondence  passed 
between  the  parties'  solicitors  with  a  view  to  an  amicable 
arrangement  of  the  question  at  issue  in  the  suit  on  a  stipula- 
tion that  it  should  not  be  referred  to  or  used  to  the  defendant's 
prejudice  in  case  of  a  failure  to  come  to  an  arrangement: 
Whiffen  v.  Harticright,  11  Beav.  111.  But  where  a  share- 
holder had  executed  the  deed  of  settlement  by  which  it  was 
provided  that  no  proprietor  should  be  entitled  to  inspection 
of  the  company's  books  except  at  the  half-yearly  meetings  he 
was  held  entitled  to  inspect  them  in  proceedings  between 
himself  and  the  company :  Hall  v.  Connelly  3  T.  &  0.  707. 
And  see  Re  Birmingham  Banking  Co.  15  L.  T.  203,  where, 
the  company  being  in  liquidation,  a  shareholder  and  con- 
tributory was  held  entitled  to  inspection  in  spite  of  the  usual 
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secreoy  clauBe,  Lord  Eomilly  considering  that  the  object  of 
the  dause  was  only  to  prevent  vexations  attempts  to  pry  into 
them  and  that  wherever  a  proper  ease  for  inspection  was 
made  out  it  should  always  be  allowed :  (see  as  to  inspection 
in  winding-up  imder  sect.  156  of  the  Companies  Act,  ante^ 
p.  294).  See  also  Carter  v.  Goeiz^  cited  anUy  p.  305.  In 
Turney  v.  BayUy^  4  D.  G.  J.  &  S.  332,  an  action  for  account 
of  profits  and  payment  of  the  share  to  which  the  plaintiff 
alleged  himself  to  be  entitled,  he  had  bound  himself  by  ex- 
press stipulation  not  to  examine  or  investigate  the  books.  A 
motion  for  production  was  refused :  but  also  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  material  for  any  question  that  had  to  be 
decided  at  the  hearing:  on  the  hearing,  34  Beav.  106,  an 
account  was  ordered,  and  an  order  made  for  production,  the 
motion  having  been  ordered  to  stand  to  the  hearing. 

It  is  no  objection  to  production  of  a  document  that  if  made 
use  of  before  a  jury  it  might  be  injurious  to  the  case  of  the 
party  producing  it:  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Bmtroa  v.  Whiter  1 
Or.  B.  D.  p.  427 :  and  see  antey  p.  185. 


III.  The  established  Exceptions  to  or  Limitations  on  the  Right 

to  Discovery. 

If  the  discovery  is  clearly  material  to  the  immediate  issue 
it  must*  be  given  (see  in  particular  as  to  the  court  having  no 
discretion  to  refuse  production  of  relevant  documents  not 
falling  within  the  established  rules  of  protection,  antCy 
pp.  152,  153),  unless  it  falls  within  one  of  the  established 
exceptions  to  or  limitations  on  the  right  to  discovery.  These 
are  five : — 

1.  A  party  is  not  compelled  to  give  discovery  which  will 
expose  him  to  the  risk  of  any  kind  of  punishment  whether  it 


*  Subject  to  the  proyifiions  of  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  6  and  7  relating  to  inter- 
rogatories and  oonaidered  antey  Book  I.  Chap.  IV.  Sects.  III.  and  IV.  and  of 
role  12  as  to  affidavits  of  documents  [antCf  p*  Idd),  and  the  other  objections 
discussed  ante^  Sect*  III. 
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be  by  way  of  pains  or  penalties  or  forfeiture:  see  poBt^ 
Chap.  I. 

2.  He  is  not  compelled  (or,  if  the  professional  adyiser, 
allowed)  to  give  discovery  which  will  involve  a  disclosure  of 
matters  the  subject  of  legal  professional  confidence :  see  poaty 
Chap.  II. 

3.  He  is  not  compelled  to  give  discovery  of  the  evidence 
of  his  case :  see  poaty  Chap.  III. 

4.  He  is  not  compelled  to  give  discovery  where  in  con- 
science his  own  right  is  equal  to  that  of  his  opponent :  see 
poaty  Chap.  lY. 

6.  He  is  not  compelled  (or  allowed)  to  give  discovery 
which  would  involve  disclosures  injurious  to  public  interests : 
see  poBty  Chap.  Y. 

In  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  491,  another  objection  to  discovery  is 
stated,  namely  that  a  third  party  has  an  interest  therein  and 
must  not  be  prejudiced.  This  point  has  been  discussed  antCy 
pp.  298,  302 — 307,  and  it  is  there  pointed  out  that  this  does 
not  of  itself  constitute  an  independent  objection  to  discovery 
though  it  is  an  element  to  be  taken  into  consideration  where 
the  immediate  materiality  is  doubtful.  Where  production  of 
documents  is  sought  and  the  interest  is  an  interest  of  the 
nature  of  property,  the  question  becomes  a  totally  different 
one :  see  antey  pp.  194,  206. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

DISCOVERY  EXPOSING  THE   PAKTY  TO  A  CRIMINAL  PROSECUTION, 

PENALTY  OR  FORFEITURE. 

Cbdces  punishments  penalties  forfeitures  in  respect  of  whidh  disoovery  has 
been  suooessfnllj  or  unsuccessfuUj  resisted* : — 

Penalties,' but  not  stipulated  payments :  see  p.  336. 

Not  every  loss  of  interest :  see  p.  384. 

Breach  of  broker's  oath — ^penalty  of  executor's  bond :  see  p.  337 — 341. 

Usury ;  dates  v.  Hardaere^  3  Taunt.  424 :  Suffolk  v.  Green^  1  Atk.  460 : 
Whitmore  v.  Francis,  8  Pri.  616:  WiMbore  v.  Farker^  Mos.  80,  124:  SUmutn 
y.  Kelly,  4  Y.  &  C.  169  :  and  see  p.  334. 

Gambling  or  keepiug  gaming-house,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109:  9  Anne,  c.  14: 
FUher  V.  Jtonalds,  12  0.  B.  762:  Sidebottom  v.  Atkint,  6  W.  R.  743:  3  Jur. 
N.  S.  631:  Lichjield  v.  Bond,  6  Beav.  88:  Sloman  y.  Kelly,  4  Y.  &  C.  169 : 
Fleming  v.  St.  John,  2  Sim.  181 :  Orme  v.  Croekford,  13  Pri.  376 :  McClell.  186: 
Cowan  T.  FhUlips,  3  Anst.  843  :  Wilkinson  v.  VEaugier,  2  Y.  &  0.  366 :  and 
see  p.  334. 

Treble  value  of. tithes:  XTxbridge  v.  Staveland,  1  Yes.  66:  Atton.  1  Yem.  60: 
and  seep.  331. 

Corrupt  practices  at  elections:  J2.  v.  Charlestcorth,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  326 :  Ex 
part4  Sytnes,  11  Yes.  261. 

Pencdties  under  Apothecaries  Act :  Anon,  W.  N.  76,  p.  269 :  see  p.  346. 

Penalties  under  acts  relating  to  qualification  of  brokers :  see  p.  338  :  and 
Davis  V.  Eeid,  6  Sim.  443. 

Penalties  under  stock- jobbing  acts :  Short  v.  Mercier,  2  B.  G.  &  Sm.  649 : 
8  M.  &  G.  206:  Fisher  v.  Fries,  11  Beav.  194 :  Eultock  v.  Eiehardson,  11  Yes. 
373 :  Bancroft  v.  Wentworth,  3  B.  C.  C.  11 :  Billing  v.  FUght,  1  Mad.  230: 
EobeHs  V.  Allatt,  1  M.  &  M.  192:  Fritehett  v.  Smart,  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  211 : 
7  G.  B.  626:  Eobinson  v.  Lamond,  16  Jur.  260 :  Williams  v.  Trye,  18  Beav. 
366. 

Penalties  for  infring^g  trade  monopoly  and  other  regulations  of  East 
India  and  other  companies :  Williams  v.  Farington,  3  B.  G.  G.  38 :  E,  /.  Co. 
V.  Campbell,  1  Yes.  246 :  Gascoigne  v.  Sidswell,  Gilb.  186 :  and  see  p.  337. 

Penalties  for  evading  customs  or  duties :  see  p.  336  ;  for  exporting  -wool : 
Duneal/e  v.  Blake,  1  Atk.  62. 

Penalties  for  false  return  to  Income  Tax  GommissioneirB :  Mitchell  v. 
Koeeker,  11  Beav.  380:  12  Beav.  44:  18  L.  J.  Gh.  294. 

Penalties  under  the  stamp  acts :  Whitaker  v.  Izod,  2  Taunt.  114. 

Penalties  for  misapplication  of  tolls  (corporation) :  Gibbons  v.  Waterloo 
Bridge  Co.  6  Pri.  491 :  see  p.  343. 

P^ialties  against  persons  other  than  Corporation  of  Trinity  House  for 
ballasting  ships  under  46  G^.  3,  c.  98 :  Corp.  Trinity  Souse  v.  Burge,  2  Sim. 
401. 

Military  penalties :  Whittingham  v.  Burgoyne,  8  Anst.  900. 

Penal  proceedings  in  a  foreign  country:  see  p.  344. 

Slave  trading :  Thorpe  v.  Macaulay,  6  Mad.  218 :  see  p.  349. 

Foreign  Enlistment  Act :  The  Mary,  2  A.  &  E.  319. 

*  References  are  given  to  the  pages  in  this  chapter  where  material. 
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Act  prohibiting  commeroe  with  Spain :  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28 :  Ewing  v. 
Otbaldiston,  6  Sim.  608. 

Liability  of  solicitor  to  be  struck  off  rolls  and  disqualified  tinder  6  &  7 
Vict.  0.  73:  Scott  v.  Miller^  Johns.  220,  328  :  see  p.  318 ;  so  as  to  a  notary: 
Nelme  y.  Newton^  2  Y.  &  J.  186 :  and  see  Biekford  y.  D^Arcy,  L.  B.  1  Eq.  354. 

Bribery :  Re  Boyeiy  1  B.  &  S.  311 :  see  p.  327. 

DisooTery  of  act  of  bankruptcy :  Chambert  y.  Thompson ^  4  B.  C.  C.  435 : 
see  p.  323. 

Concealing  bankrupt's  goods :  Braey*s  eate,  1  Ld.  Baym.  99  :  and  Ex  parte 
NowluHf  post. 

Illegal  association :  Be  Mexieany  ^c,  Co.  27  Beay.  474  :  4  D.  G.  &  J.  320 : 
see  p.  326. 

Dealing  in  shares  under  7  &  8  Vict.  o.  110  :  Be  Mexiean,  ^,  Co. 

Liability  to  a  quo  tcarranto:  A.  G.  y.  Beynolds,  1  £q.  Oa.  Ab.  131 :  but 
see  the  cases  cited  ante,  p.  3. 

Forfeiture:  as  papist,  see  p.  332 ;  as  aUen,  see  p.  332;  on  marriage  without 
consent,  see  pp.  323,  336 ;  on  alienation,  see  p.  336  ;  for  disputing  will,  see 
p.  336  ;  for  committlDg  waste :  Weaver  y.  Meath,  2  Yes.  108 :  see  p.  323  : 
A.  G.Y.  Vincent f  Bunb.  192  ;  of  lease  for  breach  of  coyenant,  see  p.  337  ; 
of  seat  in  parliament :  Honeyxvood  y.  Selwyny  3  Atk.  275 :  see  p.  323. 

Simony :  Barkhurst  y.  Zowteny  1  Mer.  391 :  2  Sw.  194 :  Gray  y.  Hesketh^ 
Ambl.  268 :  A.  G.  y.  Sudclly  Preo.  in  Ch.  214  :  Bishop  of  London  y.  Fytehe, 

cited  Redes.  PL  193 :  Southall  y. ,  Y.  308 :  and  see  p.  321 ;  eyen  in 

fayour  of  the  patron,  for  the  Crown  might  present  a  younger  life :  ibid. 
p.  317 :  Parkhurst  y.  Lowten^  1  Mer.  pp.  401—402. 

Plurality  of  liyingfs :  Boteler  y.  AUingtonf  3  Atk.  452. 

Tenures  in  oapite :  see  p.  336. 

Forfeiture  of  outlaw's  property :  see  p.  333. 

Indictable  fraud :  MeCallum  y.  Turton^  2  Y.  &  J.  186 :  see  p.  324 :  JZ^ 
Mexican^  ^e.  Co.  27  Beay.  474 :  4  De  G.  &  J.  320 ;  conspiracy :  £x  parte 
Beymldsy  20  Ch.  D.  294 :  see  p.  327 :  Lee  y.  Beady  5  Beay.  381. " 

Not  eyery  indictable  fraud  or  conspiracy:  see  p.  340:  13  Eliz.  o.  5; 
27  Eliz.  c.  4  :  see  p.  341 :  and  see  as  to  underwriters  p.  340. 

Prosecution  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment :  Glyn  y.  Houston^  1  Keen, 
328:  Cogamaul  y.  Verehty  Nieol  y.  Do.  4  B.  P.  C.  406,  416:  and  see 
p.  349. 

Compounding  a  felony  :  Claridye  y.  HoarSy  14  Yes.  59 :  see  p.  323 :  Guiborn 
V.  Felhwsy  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  377. 

Felony :  Cartwright  y.  Green,  8  Yes.  408 :  see  p.  345 :  E.  I.  Co.  y.  Campbelly 
1  Yes.  246:  Ex  parte  Kowlany  11  Yes.  510  (bankrupt  concealing  his  property: 
B&eposty  Bk.  III.  Chap.  Y.  Sect.  II.) :  see  p.  316. 

Subornation  of  perjury :  Baker  y.  Pritehardy  2  Atk.  387 :  see  p.  323 :  Selby 
y.  CreWy  2  Anst.  504. 

Perjury  in  the  suit:  Biee  y.  Gordon,  13  Sim.  580 :  see  p.  341. 

Barratry :  Scott  y.  MiUei^y  Johns.  220,  328. 

Maintenance :  Penriee  y.  Parker y  Finch,  75 :  Sharpe  y.  Carter^  3  P.  W.  375: 
WaUis  y.  Portlandy  3  Yes.  jun.  494 :  Bradlaugh  y.  NewdigatCy  11  Q.  B.  D.  p.  7. 

Champerty ;  Bedes.  PI.  194. 

Contracting  for  pretended  titles:  Sharpe  y.  Cartery  3  P.  W.  875:  see 
p.  325. 

Forgery :  Lloyd  y.  Passinghaniy  16  Yes.  58 :  B.  v.  Garbett,  2  C.  &  K.  474 : 
Chetwynd  y.  Mamell,  1  B.  &  P.  271,  application  by  defendant  in  common 
law  action  for  inspection  of  bond  on  whicn  the  action  was  brought  by  officer 
of  stamp  duties  on  suspicion  of  forgery :  see  p.  268. 

Embezzlement :   Waters  v.  Shaftesbury y  12  Jur.  N.  S.  3:  14  W.  B.  259. 

Penalties  under  section  102  of  the  Larceny  Act,  action  by  common 
informer:  Anon.  W.  N.  75,  p.  219  :  see  p.  345. 

Indictment  under  69  Geo.  3,  o.  69  for  fitting  out  yessels  to  be  used  by 
belligerent  foreign  countries :  Eing  of  Two  Sicilies  y.  Willeox,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  334. 

For  not  taking  oaths  ou  entering  office  of  weigh -master  under  4  Anne, 
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c.  14  :  10  Goo.  4,  c.  7 :  M'Mahcn  y.  Mis  and  Others,  10  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  120  (action 
bj  weigh -master  for  diaturbance  in  his  office,  defendant  alleging  as  above). 

Immorality  or  immoral  consideration  as  invoMng  an  onence  under  the 
eoolofiiastical  laws:  see  p.  342:  not  involving  such  an  offence:  Benyon  y. 
NettUfoldy  3  M.  &  G.  103. 

Bigamy^:  Hatfield  v.  Do.  6  B.  P.  0.  102. 

Penalties  for  acting  as  vestryman  under  Metropolis  Kanagement  Act, 
1855,  section  54 :  Hunnings  v.  Williamsonj  10  Q.  B.  D.  459  :  see  p.  345. 

Criminal  prosecution:  Fisher  v.  Owen,  8  Gh.  D.  645  :  see  pp.  317,  318. 

Actions  for  libel :  cases  under  the  0.  L.  P.  Acts,  p.  319:  Atherley  v. 
Harvey,  2  Q.  B.  D.  524 :  see  pp.  317,  318 :  Allhusen  v.  Labouehere,  3  Q.  B.  D. 
654 :  see  pp.  317,  318 :  JFebb  v.  JSast,  5  Ex.  D.  23,  108  :  see  pp.  314,  317 :  Lamb 
V.  If  mister,  10  Q.  B.  D.  110 :  see  pp.  317,  328 :  see  bIbo  Balrymple  v.  Leslie,  8 
Q.  B.  D.  5,  dted  ante,  p.  131 :  MeLouyhlin  v.  Dwyei-,  8  Ir.  Bep.  C.  L.  170, 
where  the  libel  was  considered  to  be  one  not  justifying  the  institution  of 
criminal  proceedings:  see  pp.  319,  3 17:  libel  in  newspapers  under  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  76 :  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  24  :  and  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  99 :  see  p.  330. 

Actions  of  tort :  see  p.  346. 

Actions  for  penalties :  see  p.  345. 

See  also  the  various  cases  under  the  0.  L.  P.  Acts,  p.  319. 

Special  statutes  compelling  discovery :  see  p.  329. 

A  party  is  not  compelled  to  give  discovery  which  will 
expose  him  to  the  risk  of  any  kind  of  punishment,  whether  it 
be  byway  of  pains  or  penalties  or  forfeiture :  see  antcy  p.  310. 

Nenw  tenettir  seipsum  prodere :  see  Hard.  p.  139  :  Parker,  p. 
169:  Story,  Eq.  PL  676;  King  of  Tiro  Sicilies  v.  Wtllcox,  1 
Sim.  N.  S.  p.  329  :  or  even  "  accuaare : "  see  Best,  Evid.  pp. 
122—123. 

No  one  is  boimd  to  answer  so  as  to  subject  himself  to 
punishment  in  whatever  manner  that  punishment  may  arise 
or  whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  the  punishment :  Bedes. 
PL  194, 284  :  Broumsicard  v.  Edwards^  2  Ves.  p.  244 :  whether 
by  indictment  information  impeachment  or  by  a  bill  of  pains 
and  penalties:  Olf/n  v.  Homtofiy  1  Keen,  p.  337:  and  see 
Lord  Eldon  in  Parhhurst  v.  LowteUy  2  Sw.  p.  214 :  by  com- 
mon law  statute  or  House  of  Commons :  Wildhore  v.  Parker ^ 
Mos.  80,  124,  p.  82 :  (as  to  ecclesiastical  offence  see  post^ 
p.  342) :  whether  by  way  of  criminal  prosecution  :  Chetwt/nd 
V.  Linden^  2  Yes.  460 :  Bedes.  PL  194  :  or  by  way  of  pay- 
ment of  a  penalty  or  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty : 
Lord  Hardwioke  in  Smith  v.  Ready  1  Atk.  p.  627,  and  in 
Harrison  v.  Southcotey  2  Ves.  p.  393 :  Bedes.  PL  194  :  JS.  I.  Co. 
V.  Campbelly  1  Ves.  p.  247 :  loss  by  a  penal  law :  Lord 
Hardwicke  in  Harrison  v.  Southcote,  2  Ves.  p.  396 ;  1  Atk. 
p.  639 :  or  by  way  of  forfeiture  or  something  in   the  nature 
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of  a  forfeiture:  Eedes.  PI.  194,  197:  U.  8,  A.  v.  Macrae^ 
L.  E.  3  Ch.  79  :  Harrmn  v.  SouthcotCy  2  Ves.  p.  395 :  Boteler 
V.  Allingtony  3  Atk.  452,  p.  456 :  whether  to  be  enforced  in 
equity  or  at  law :  Lucas  v.  JEmns,  poaty  p.  33*2 :  whether  a 
forfeiture  of  a  thing  vested  or  a  disability  to  take  inflicted  as 
a  penalty :  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Smith  v.  Mead,  p.  627 :  and 
whether  in  himself  or  a  predecessor  in  title :  ibid, :  Harmon 
V.  Southcoicy  2  Ves.  389  :  1  Atk.  627.  And  generally  see  an 
old  case  A.  O,  v.  Mico,  Hard.  13  T,  201,  elaborately  argued : 
and  see  post^  Section  V. 

It  is  a  well  known  rule  applying  both  to  the  examination 
of  witnesses  (see  post,  p.  335,  as  to  46  Geo.  3  c.  37)  and  to 
interrogatories  of  defendants  in  equity,  that  no  person  is 
compellable  to  answer  any  question  which  has  a  tendency  to 
expose  him  to  a  criminal  charge,  penalty  or  forfeiture :  see 
Lord  Chelmsford  in  U.  S.  A,  v.  Macrae,  L.  E.  3  Ch.  p.  83. 
The  rule  is  that  the  court  will  not  oblige  one  to  discover  that 
which  if  he  answers  in  the  affirmative  will  subject  him  to  the 
punishment  of  a  crime,  for  it  is  not  material  that  if  he  answer 
in  the  negative  he  will  not  so  subject  himself :  JS.  L  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  1  Ves.  p.  247  :  and  see  Mitchells.  Koecker,  11  Beav. 
p.  382. 

In  Webb  v.  Hast,  5  Ex.  D.  108,  Jessel,  M.  E.  pp.  109  and 
112,  and  Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  114,  seemed  to  consider  that  there 
was  some  doubt  whether  a  party  could  decline  to  produce  a 
document  on  the  ground  that  it  would  criminate  or  tend  to 
criminate  him.  But  there  would  seem  to  be  ample  authority 
in  equity  for  the  general  proposition  that  the  privilege  (both 
OS  to  criminatory  and  other  penalising  matter)  obtains  equally 
in  regard  to  production  of  documents  as  to  answers  to  inter- 
rogatories :  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  1  Mer.  391 :  2  Sw.  pp.  212 — 
213  :  Nehm  v.  Neucton,  2  T.  &  J.  p.  187  :  Waters  v.  Shaftes- 
bury, 14  W.  E.  259 :  Swing  v.  Osbaldiaton,  6  Sim.  609 :  King 
of  Two  Sicilies  v.  Willcox,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  301 :  Mitchell  v. 
Koecker,  18  L.  J.  Ch.  295.*    And  it  is  not  impossible  that  an 

*  See  ante,  p.  169,  referrmg  to  cases  where  docnments  deposited  in  conit 
were  ordered  to  bo  produced  or  detained  for  the  purpose  of  criminal  proceed- 
iDgs.    So  stated  both  as  to  a  party  and  a  witness  in  Tayl.  Eyid.  §  1463  :  and 
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objection  could  be  taken  to  making  an  affidavit  of  documents 
if  it  involved  a  disclosure  of  the  possession  and  existence  of  a 
document  of  a  criminatory  or  penalising  character :  see  Bumi 
V.  Bunn^post,  p.  341. 

Where  the  adversary  is  unable  to  obtain  discovery  of 
matters  for  these  reasons  he  must  make  them  out  by  his  own 
evidence :  see  Franco  v.  Bolton^  3  Ves.  p.  372 :  Mitchell  v. 
Koecher,  18  L.  J.  Ch.  295  :  12  Beav.  44. 

The  party's  refusal  to  answer  is  not  to  be  taken  as  a  pre- 
sumption or  as  evidence  or  as  an  admission  of  his  guilt :  see 
Ex  parte  SymeSy  11  Yes.  p.  523 :  Lloyd  v.  Passingham,  16 
Ves.  pp.  64,  69,  where  a  criminal  charge  was  demurred  to 
(see  however  as  to  a  demurrer  Lord  Hardwieke  in  Honey  wood 
V.  Selwyriy  3  Atk.  p.  275 :  and  post^  p.  318) :  otherwise  the 
privilege  would  be  destroyed :  see  Wentworth  v.  Lloyd^  10 
H.  of  L.  Ca.  p.  590.*  But  though  this  is'so  in  principle,  in 
practice  it  is  impossible  that  the  party  should  not  sometimes 
be  prejudiced  by  his  refusal  to  give  the  discovery  :  seejoo«^, 
p.  317 :  (and  see  Ex  parte  SymeSy  11  Ves.  251,  where  the 
unavoidable  effect  of  the  party's  refusal  to  answer  was  that 
he  failed  to  discharge  himself  of  the  receipt  of  a  sum  of 
money  traced  to  his  hands) :  and  in  Webb  v.  Easty  5  Ex.  D. 
108,  an  action  for  a  libellous  letter,  as  to  which  being  privi- 
leged it  was  necessary  to  show  malice,  the  defendant  having 
objected  to  produce  the  letter,  Jessel,  M.  B.  said,  p.  112,  that 
in  such  a  case  a  defendant  could  never  be  advised  to  make  an 
affidavit  that  its  production  would  tend  to  criminate  him 
for  it  would  be  equivalent  to  confessing  the  action  and  con- 
sequently its  production  could  not  be  withheld  :  (but  see  Hill 
V.  Campbclly  post,  p.  320).  It  may  however  be  pointed  out 
that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  party  swears  that  he  believes  the 
discovery  would  tend  t  to  criminate  himself ;  Lamb  v.  Mim^ 

Best,  Evid.  p.  218 :  (see  a  special  case  J2.  y.  Zeathaniy  8  Goz,  498,  p.  501 : 
3  E.  &  E.  658j.  The  party  must  of  course  pledge  his  oath  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  iniormation  and  belief  that  the  production  would  have  that  effect: 
see  Webb  y.  £astj  jpp.  112,  114  :  Budpostj  p.  328. 

*  In  Tajl.  Evid.  §  1467  the  soundness  of  this  proposition  as  regards  a 
witness  and  the  credit  to  be  giyen  him  is  considered  questionable. 

t  A  tendency  to  criminate  has  been  defined  to  mean  a  tendency  to  hnng 
him  into  the  pail  and  possibility  of  being  convicted  as  a  criminal :  Field  J. 
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ster :  or  to  show  his  liability  to  a  penalty  :  Scott  v.  Miller j 
Johns,  p.  332  (aa  to  the  exact  words  see  post^  Section  IV. :  and 
generally  further  on  this  point,  posty  Section  III.  and  as  to  a 
fact  constituting  a  link  in  the  chain  of  evidence,  j9o«^,  p.  321). 
He  is  not  bound  to  say  that  he  has  committed  the  crime  or  is 
liable  to  the  penalty,  for  such  a  condition  would  destroy  the 
object  of  the  rule :  Short  v.  Merciery  2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  p.  649 : 
Scott  V.  Miller^  p.  332  ;  or  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  offence  but 
is  not  going  to  furnish  evidence  against  it,  for  the  privilege 
would  then  be  illusory:  Stephen,  J.  in  Lamb  v.  Mumtery 
10  a.  B.  D.  p.  113,  and  seepost^  pp.  326,  328. 


I.  As  to  the  Stage  at  tchich  Protection  can  be  claimed. 

The  privilege  may  be  claimed  at  any  stage :  it  makes  no 
difference  that  the  party  has  already  answered  in  part :  Iteg, 
V.  Oarbetty  2  Car.  &  K.  474,  referred  to  and  approved  in  King 
of  Two  Sicilies  v.  Wilkoxy  1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  320,  though  what 
he  has  disclosed  may  be  ample  evidence  to  convict  him :  ibid. 
where  a  decision  in  Etcing  v.  Osbaldisto^iy  6  Sim.  608,  ordering 
production  of  documents  on  the  ground  that  the  party  having 
already  made  admissions  showing  his  liability  to  penalties 
could  not  be  damnified  by  such  production,  was  disapproved. 
The  court  ought  not  to  run  the  risk  of  putting  the  party  in 
a  worse  situation :  Cooke  v.  Turner,  14  Sim.  p.  221. 

In  reference  to  the  examination  of  a  bankrupt  (see  as  to  a 
bankrupt  Bk.  III.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  II.)  as  to  matters  involving  a 
felony  Lord  Eldon  observed  that  if  there  was  no  right  to  ask 
the  questions,  there  was  no  right  to  consider  whether  the 
answers  were  satisfactory  or  not:  Ex  parte  Noiclariy  11  Yes. 
p.  516. 

in  Lamb  ▼.  MunsUfy  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  Ill :  or  to  bring  a  criminal  prosecntion 
against  him  for  a  crime  of  which  he  is  in  fact  innocent  but  of  which  on  the 
facts  he  might  be  yerj  probably  accused:  Stephen  J.  ibid.  p.  114  :  (as  to 
his  being  in  fact  innocent,  see  Pollock,  G.  B.  in  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  3  H.  &  N. 
363:  and  Best,  Evid.  p.  123). 
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II.  As  to  the  Manner  of  raising  the  Objection, 

The  party  must  state  on  oath  the  ground  of  his  objection 
to  giving  the  required  discovery,  that  is  to  say  that  it  will 
(see  as  to  the  exact  form  posty  Section  IV.)  tend  to  criminate 
him  or  subject  him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  whether  it  be 
to  answering  an  interrogatory :  Allhusen  v.  Labouchere^  3  Q. 
B.  D.  654 :  Fisher  v.  Owen^  8  Ch.  D.  645 :  or  to  producing  a 
document :  see  antCy  p.  314,  citing  Webb  Y.Uast :  and  although 
the  tendency  may  be  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  interrogatory : 
Allhusen  v.  Labouchercy  post :  or  the  document  be  obviously  of 
such  a  character :  see  JFebb  v.  East,  cited  antey  p.  315 :  see  also 
Silly.  Campbelly  cii^posty  p.  320.  "Nobody"  says  James, 
L.  J.  p.  660,  in  Allhusen  v.  Labouchere  (as  to  the  common  law 
practice  see  posty  p.  319)  "  was  ever  allowed  to  object  to  a 
relevant  question  becaiLse  that  question  tended  to  criminate 
himself.  He  might  object  to  answer  it,  but  it  never  was  a 
ground  of  demurrer  (but  b&q  posty  p.  318)  to  an  interrogatory 
or  a  ground  for  striking  it  out  that  the  answer  might  involve 
him  in  a  crime.  I  have  known  questions  put  to  a  man  such 
as  whether  he  had  not  forged  a  bill  of  exchange  or  forged  a 
deed  which  was  sought  to  be  set  aside  by  a  bill  in  chancery. 
Of  course  he  would  not  be  obliged  to  answer  such  questions, 
but  the  questions  were  put  and  could  not  be  objected  to." 
So  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  the  same  case,  p.  666,  says  that  according 
to  the  old  chancery  practice  it  was  no  objection  to  an  inter- 
rogatory and  no  ground  for  taking  it  oflE  the  file  that  the 
answer  might  tend  to  criminate  the  party,  and  that  he  must 
take  the  objection  on  oath :  and  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Fisher  v. 
0?rew,*pp.  651— 652,  where  he  says  that  it  is  not  and  never 
was  an  objection  to  an  interrogatory  that  answering  it  might 
tend  to  criminate  the  party  because  allowing  it  leaves  him  at 
liberty  to  decline  answering  it  on  that  ground  or  to  answer  it 
by  denial  either  more  or  less  complete.  And  %qq  posty  p.  318, 
referring  to  Atherley  v.  Sartey  and  Fisher  v.  Owen. 

Some  of  the  common  law  jndges  (see  for  instance  Martin,  B.  in  Tupling  y. 
Ward^  6  H.  &  M.  p.  753)  were  loth  to  allow  (Bee  posty  p.  319,  aa  to  the  common 
law  practice)  interrogatorieR  of  this  nature  on  the  gronnd  that  the  party 
most  necessarily  (thongh  otherwise  in  theory,  see  ante^  p.  316)  be  prejudiced 
(and  in  particular  before  a  jury,  see  Lamb  y.  Mumtery  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  112) 
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by  his  refusal  to  answer  them.    Other  judges  refused  to  consider  this  a 

rand  for  disallowing  them  (see  Eric,  C.  J.  in  Bartlett  y.  Lewis^  12  C.  B. 
8.  257,  p.  260 :  Willes,  J.  ibid.  p.  263),  regarding  the  party  in  the  same 
position  as  a  witness :  see  Osborn  v.  London  Dock  Co.  LO  Exch.  698. 

.In  Hilly.  Campbell,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  242  (and  see  further  this  caseixw*, 
p.  320),  Brett,  M.  B.  did  not  consider  it  unfair  and  unjust  (see  post,  p.  319) 
that  the  question  should  bo  put  even  where  the  answer  primcl  facie  must  lay 
the  party  open  to  a  criminal  charge.  But  the  same  judge  in  AUhusen  v. 
Laboucherey  p.  662,  seems  to  have  considered  that  there  was  some  danger  in 
introducing  this  rigid  chancery  rule  into  every  kind  of  common  law  action  : 
on  the  other  hand  James,  L.  J.  p.  661,  in  the  same  case  considered  that  if 
rigidly  kept  within  the  limit  of  strict  materiality  and  releyanoy  there  was 
very  little  chance  of  injury. 

Where  an  interrogatory  is  obviously  of  a  criminatory  cha- 
racter and  is  not  material,  it  is  scandalous  :  see  ante^  p.  105. 
The  old  chancery  practice. 

In  reference  to  the  passages  from  the  judgments  in  Allhtuen  v.  Labouchcre 
and  Fisher  v.  Otcetiy  cited  ante  (and  see  also  At  her  lei/  v.  Harvey  and  Fisher  v. 
Oicetty  post)  it  seems,  see  Bedes.  PI.  284 :  Beames,  Eq.  PI.  259 :  Hare,  p.  149: 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  481 :  that  the  proper  mode  of  taking  objection  to  discovery  of 
this  nature  was  by  demurrer  (or  by  simply  declining  to  answer  the  question, 
see  Hare,  p.  149)  if  the  objection  was  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  by 
plea  if  it  was  not  so  apparent  setting  forth  by  what  means  he  would  be 
liable  to  such  consequences,  it  being  however  always  open  to  the  party  to 
take  the  objection  in  his  answer :  see  Redes.  PI.  307  :  Wigr.  PI.  269  :  Hare, 
p.  262 :  A.  G.  y.  Lmas,  2  Ha.  p.  669,  where  Wigram,  V.  C.  observed  that 
there  were  certain  questions  which  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  answer, 
among  them  being  matters  which  might  subject  him  to  pains,  penalties  and 
forfeitures,  and  that  with  respect  to  these  questions  it  was  perfectly  im- 
material whether  the  objection  was  taken  by  demurrer  or  answer :  and  see 
Wigr.  PI.  130—147.  In  Seott  v.  Miller,  Johns,  p.  332  (see  also  The  Mary^ 
L.  It.  2  A.  &  E.  p.  324)  Lord  Hatherley  insists  that  he  must  have  the 
security  of  the  party's  oath  that  he  believes  the  answer  to  the  question 
woi^d  tend  to  subject  him  to  penalties.  But  in  that  case  the  discovery  on 
the  face  of  it  showed  no  liability  of  the  kind,  and  the  party's  mere  sub- 
mission that  it  would  have  that  tendency  was  clearly  insufficient :  see 
post,  p.  329. 

In  Atherley  y.  Harvey,  2  Q.  B.  D.  524,  an  action  for  libel,  the  common 
law  judges  struck  out  interrogatories  (asking  in  eifect  whether  the  defendant 
compost  or  published  the  alleged  Ubel)  as  tending  to  criminate  the  de- 
fendant, following  the  practice  in  equity  under  which  (see  p.  528),  as  th^ 
understood  it  (referring  to  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1409),  a  bill  for  discovery  whicn 
might  expose  the  person  interrog^ated  to  criminal  proceedings  was  demur- 
rable, and  therefore  these  interrogatories  would  have  been  demurrable 
(see  also  Hill  y.  Campbell,  post,  p.  320).  It  is  to  be  observed  however 
that  the  practice  is  stated  in  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1409,  in  these  terms :  '^  A  bill 
of  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law  will  not  be  entertained  where  the 
whole  object  of  the  bill  is  to  obtain  discovery  of  matters  which  would  if 
established  subject  the  defendant  to  penal  consequences,  nor  it  seems  where 
the  discovery  is  sought  in  aid  of  an  action  for  a  mere  personal  tort :"  a  pro- 
position the  firat  portion  of  which  is  undoubted,  see  post,  p.  349 :  and 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Fisher  v.  Oicen,  8  Ch.  D.  p.  054,  referring  to  this  case  con- 
siders that  they  erroneously  applied  the  rule  which  did  exist  in  equity 
namely  that  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  for  tort  {see  post,  p.  346, 
as  to  actions  for  tort)  was  demurrable,  for  that  such  a  rule  had  no  appli- 
cation where  an  action  was  properly  brought  in  a  court  which  had  power  to 
enforce  discovery  by  means  of  interrogatories. 
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A  witness. 

In  the  case  of  a  witness  at  common  law  (see  post,  however,  as  to  the  praotice 
in  discovery)  it  seems  to  have  been  the  more  recent  practice  to  insist  in  every 
case  upon  his  taking  the  objection  on  oath  :  see  Boj/fe  v.  IFiaemany  O^bom  v. 
London  Dock  Co.  10  Exch.  647,  698 :  TayL  Evid.  }}  1465—1466 :  Paxton  v. 
DouglaSy  16  Yes.  p.  242.  And  Lord  Eldon  by  analogy  to  this  practice  held 
that,  when  a  witness  was  examined  on  interrogatories  before  a  master  or 
examiner,  the  question  must  be  put  and  he  must  take  the  objection  himself 
so  that  the  court  might  have  the  sanction  of  his  oath  for  the  facts  on  which 
the  objection  was  founded,  the  objection  being  not  to  putting  the  question 
but  to  the  answering  it :  see  Paxtati  v.  Doiuflat^  16  Yes.  pp.  242 — 244  :  Park' 
hitrst  v.  Loivtetiy  2  Sw.  pp.  197,  204. 

The  oommon  law  practice. 

The  practice  at  common  law  was  said  by  Thesiger,  L.  J.  in  FithtrT,  Otcen, 
pp.  655 — 657,  to  be  much  the  same  as  that  in  equity  (where  if  the  question 
was  strictly  material  and  relevant  to  an  issue  it  must  be  put :  see  James,  L.  J. 
in  Allhiuen  y.  LaboucherCy  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  661,  and  ante^  p.  317),  that  is  to  say, 
to  allow  the  interrogatories,  if  it  was  considered  that  they  were  put  bon&  fide 
for  the  purpose  of  assisting  a  definite  case  raised  on  the  pleadings,  and  in- 
tended to  be  supported  by  evidence  leaving  the  party  to  take  objection  on 
oath  in  his  answer.  The  reported  cases  however  (and  see  a;i to,  p.  318,  as  to  the 
application  to  common  law  oases  of  the  rigid  rule  in  chancery)  at  oommon 
law  show  a  considerable  divergence  of  practice :  see  The  Mary^  L.  R.  2  A.  &  E. 
p.  321.  Although  it  was  sometimes  considered  that  whenever  the  inter- 
rogatories were  bond  fide  and  material,  they  should  be  allowed :  see  McFarden 
V.  Mayor  of  Liverpool y  L.  K.  3  Ex.  279  :  it  seems  to  have  been  generally  con- 
sidered that  there  must  be  special  or  exceptional  circumstances  to  make  it  fair 
and  just  that  they  should  be  allowed :  see  Brett,  M.  R.  in  Hill  v.  Campbelly 
L.  R.  10  0.  P.  pp.  241—242,  and  in  Inman  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  p.  742 : 
and  see  the  cases  post.  It  was  a  matter  entirely  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge 
in  chambers  to  say  whether  there  were  such  special  circumstances,  and  the 
court  would  not  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  unless  it  saw 
clearly  that  he  was  wrong :  Villeboisnet  v.  Tobin,  pp.  190 — 191. 

Generally  the  judges  considered  that  they  were  not  bound  by  the  practice 
in  equity  in  regard  to  interrogatories  of  this  nature,  and  that  they  were  free 
to  allow  or  disallow  them  without  regard  to  the  question  whether  or  not  such 
discovery  would  have  been  demurrable  in  equity :  see  the  judgments  in 
BartUtt  V.  Lewis,  Bickford  v.  JD^Arcy,  and  Hill  v.  Campbell,  post. 

The  following  are  the  principal  cases  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts ;  see 
Brett,  M.  R.  in  Hill  v.  Campbell,  reviewing  them  (see  also  as  to  actions  for 
libel  and  other  actions  for  personal  tort  post,  Section  X :  and  actions  for 
libels  in  newspapers  post,  p.  330) ; — 

Interrogatories  by  Plaintiflf. 

Greenjield  v.  Reay,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  217  (action  for  libel) — whether  defendant 
had  not  been  instrumental  in  printing  and  publishing  the  libel — allowed. 

Inman  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  738  (action  for  libel)  —whether  defendant 
wrote  and  sent  the  letter  containing  the  libel  to  The  Times — allowed,  the 
only  question  being  whether  the  libel  was  true,  and  therefore  this  interroga- 
tonr  being  little  more  than  a  matter  of  form. 

in  an  Irif^  case  of  McLoughlin  v.  Dicyer,  8  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  170,  an  action  for 
libel,  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  answer  as  to  the  writing  and  the  con- 
tents of  the  libellous  letter  on  the  ground  that  the  libel  was  not  one  which 
would  justify  the  institution  of  criminal  proceeding's  (see  also  British,  ^.  Co, 
V.  Wright,  ante,  p.  159,  where  no  objection  on  this  ground  was  nused :  and 
see  Balrymple  v.  Leslie,  cited  ante,  p.  131). 

Davis  V.  Grey,  30  L.  T.  418  (action  against  the  seoretaiy  of  the  Board  of 
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Trade  for  libel] — to  prove  malice  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  a  poesible  de- 
fence of  priyilege — disallowed. 

JEdmunda  v.  Greenwood,  L.  R.  4  0.  P.  70  (action  for  libel)— asking  in  detail 
as  to  the  publication  of  the  libels — disallowed. 

Baker  v.  Lane,  3  H.  &  G.  644  (action  for  libel)--plea,  not  guilty— asking  as 
to  publication  and  also  as  to  matters  exposing  to  penalties  under  G  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  ss.  6  and  7 — disallowed. 

Tupling  v.  Ward,  6  H.  &  N.  749  (action  for  libelj— asking  as  to  publica- 
tion— disallowed — compare  Villeboimet  v.  Tobin,  and  Bartlett  v.  Lewis. 

Villeboisnet  y.  Tobinf  Jj.  B.  4  G.  P.  184  (action  against  directors  for  fraudu- 
lent misrepresentations  in  prospectus) — in  detail  as  to  the  facts  the  subject 
of  the  misrepresentations — disallowed. 

McFadzen  v.  Mayor  of  Liverpool,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  280  (action  for  malicious 
arrest  and  false  imprisonment) — asking  the  town  clerk  whether  and  how  he 
took  part  therein — allowed. 

Bartlett  v.  Lewit,  12  G.  B.  N.  S.  249  (action  on  bill  of  exchange)— plea, 
bankruptcy  and  payment — inquiring  into  matters  which  might  involve  an 
offence  under  the  bankruptcy  laws  to  show  that  defendant's  certificate  was 
void — allowed.  (But  see  an  old  case  Ex  parte  Matcson,  6  Yes.  613,  bill  of 
discovery  of  acts  to  vitiate  certiiicate.) 

Bickford  v.  JJ^Arcy,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  364  (action  against  attomies  for  not  pro- 
perly investing  money) — interrogatories  directed  to  prove  partnership  against 
a  defendant  which  he  objected  to  answer  as  involving  him  in  a  misdemeanor, 
under  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  2,  for  practising  without  a  certificate — allowed  as 
being  bond  fide  and  partly  also  on  ground  that  investing  money  or  acting  as 
a  scrivener  was  not  necessarily  incident  to  the  profession  of  an  attorney. 

Inspection  by  Plaintiff. 

Stein  V.  Tabor,  31  L.  T.  444  (action  for  libel)  inspection  of  a  document 
before  declaration — refused  on  the  g^oimd  that  plaintiff  had  not  stated  that 
the  defamatory  matter  was  published  nor  that  he  had  been  injured  thereby. 

In  Collins  v.  Yates,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  160,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  inspect 
the  defendant's  business  books,  the  inspection  being  required  in  order  to 
disprove  the  plea  of  justification,  not  to  prove  the  libel  and  therefore  not 
criminatory. 

In  mil  V.  Campbell,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  222,  an  action  for  libel,  the  plaintiff 
applied  for  inspection  of  the  document  alleged  to  contain  the  libel.  The 
court  (Goleridge,  G.  J.  and  Grove,  J. — Brett,  M.  R.  diss.)  considering  them- 
selves bound  on  an  application  under  section  6  of  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  99,  by 
what  they  believed  to  be  the  practice  in  equity,  namely  that  a  bill  for  such 
discovery  would  have  been  demurrable  either  as  being  in  aid  of  an  action  for 
libel  (see  ante,  p.  318),  or  as  showing  on  the  face  of  it  that  it  would  expose 
the  defendant  to  criminal  proceedings  (see  ante,  p.  318),  refused  to  insist 
upon  an  afiidavit  by  the  defendant  that  its  production  would  tend  to  expose 
him  to  an  indictment  as  a  condition  of  protecting  it,  though  it  seems  the 
decision  would  have  been  otherwise  if  application  had  been  made  under 
sect.  60  of  the  G.  L.  P.  Act,  1864,  in  respect  of  which  (see  ante,  p.  9)  they 
were  not  bound  by  the  practice  in  equity. 

Interrogatories  by  Defendant. 

Osbom  V.  London  Dock  Co,  10  Exoh.  698  (action  for  detinue  and  trover) — 
inquiring  into  matters  which  might  be  made  the  subject  of  an  indictment 
for  fraud — allowed  by  analogy  to  the  case  of  the  witness  who  must  take  the 
objection  on  his  oath,  see  ante,  p.  319. 

Zyehlinski  v.  Mallby,  10  G.  B.  N.  S.  838  (action  for  malicious  prosecution 
on  charge  of  obtaining  monev  by  false  pretences),  inquiring  into  the  matters 
the  subject  of  the  charge — allowed. 

Stewart  v.  Smith,  L.  R.  2  G.  P.  293  (action  for  malicious  prosecution  for 
theft) — following  Zyehlinski  v.  Maltby — allowed. 


CRIMINATORY  OR  PENALISING  DISCOVERY.  321 

III,  As  to  the  Nature  and  Scope  of  the  Objection — as  to  its 

Conclusiveness, 

See  as  to  the  actual  form  of  the  oath  Section  IV. 

The  party  is  protected  from  answering  not  only  what  must 
but  what  may  subject  him  to  the  criminal  prosecution,  for- 
feiture or  penalty :  see  Harrison  v.  Southcote^  1  Atk.  p.  539  : 
2  Ves.  p.  395 :  McCallum  v.  Turton,  2  T.  &  J.  p- 193,  cited 
post^  p.  326  :  and  see  antCy  p.  315,  and  posty  pp.  326 — 327. 
Though  upon  the  paiticular  circumstances  of  the  case  it  might 
not  possibly  create  a  forfeiture  as  it  does  not  appear  at  present 
with  certainty  whether  such  a  discovery  would  create  a  for- 
feiture yet  eventually  it  may  do  so :  Harrison  v.  Southcote, 
1  Atk.  p.  539. 

The  protection  includes  not  only  the  actual  fact,  that  is  to 
say,  the  question  whether  or  not  he  did  the  act  on  which  penal 
proceedings  might  be  instituted  against  him,  but  also  what 
have  been  called  the  collateral  facts.  He  is  protected  from 
answering  not  only  the  fact  but  even  the  circumstances  though 
they  have  not  such  an  immediate  tendency  to  criminate : 
Hast  India  Co.  v.  Campbell,  1  Ves.  p.  247 :  Eedes.  PL  194  : 
and  see  Parhhnrst  v.  Lotcten,  2  Sw.  p.  215 ;  not  only  the  broad 
and  leading  fact,  but  any  ieixnt  the  answer  to  which  may 
furnish  a  step  in  the  prosecution  if  any  person  should  choose 
to  indict  him  :  Claridge  v.  Hoare,  14  Ves.  p.  65  :  and  see 
extracts  from  the  judgments  in  Lamb  v.  Munster,  ante^  p.  315, 
and  post,  p.  328 :  or  form  a  link  or  stage  in  the  chain  of  proof : 
Short  V.  Mercier,  3  M.  &  G.  pp.  216—217:  2  D.  G.  &  Sm. 
p.  649 :  post,  p.  326 :  Claridge  v.  Hoare,  p.  65 :  Lee  v.  Read^ 

5  Beav.  p.  383  :  Southall  v. ,  T.  p.  317  :  Wigr.  PL  138  : 

Blackburn,  J.  in  -B.  v.  HulmCy  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  p.  384 :  should 
an  indictment  be  preferred :  McCallum  v.  Turton,  2  T,  &  J, 
p.  195 :  and  see  TayL  Evid.  §  1454 :  any  fact  which  has  a 
tendency  to  expose  him  to  penal  proceedings :  U.  S,  A,  v. 
Macrae,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  p.  83  :  Ux  parte  Symes,  11  Ves.  p.  523: 
Parkhurst  v.  Loicten,  2  Sw.  p.  202 :  and  see  post,  p.  328  as  to 
the  exact  form  of  words  to  be  used  in  taking  the  objection. 

The  cases  to  be  considered  in  this  connection  may  be  divided 
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into  four  classes :  (1)  where  the  avowed  purpose  of  the  discovery 
is  to  prove  the  matter  in  respect  of  which  the  party  may  be 
liable  to  penal  proceedings,  though  the  object  of  the  adversary 
is  to  obtain  only  such  a  civil  and  non-penal  remedy  as  a  court 
of  law  or  equity  could  properly  give :  (2)  where  there  is  no 
Buoh  avowed  purpose  but  where  it  is  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  interrogatory  either  by  itself  or  taken  in  conjunction  with 
the  other  interrogatories  that  the  answer  (and  similarly  with 
regard  to  production  of  documents)  must  or  may  have  the 
effect  of  exposing  or  might  have  a  tendency  to  expose  the 
party  to  a  criminal  charge  penalty  or  forfeiture :  (3)  where  it 
is  not  so  apparent  and  the  party  alleges  further  matters  or 
facts  to  show  the  effect  or  tendency  of  the  discovery  in  com- 
bination with  such  matters  or  facts :  see  Hare,  p.  149 :  (4) 
where  the  party  is  practically  unable  to  state  all  the  matters 
or  facts  necessary  to  show  the  effect  or  tendency  and  where 
the  court  must  therefore  to  some  extent  rely  on  the  oath  of 
the  party  who  alone  knows  all  the  facts  and  the  use  that  could 
be  made  of  them.  See  classes  (3)  and  (4)  discussed  post, 
p.  326. 

The  proposition  as  to  including  collateral  facts  within  the 
protection  extends  equally  to  all  four  classes :  it  applies  whether 
the  connection  is  apparent  or  must  be  shown  aliunde :  see 
Hare,  p.  152.  The  objection  is  founded  not  on  the  purpose 
for  which  the  question  is  put  but  on  the  use  that  might  be  made 
of  the  answer  to  it :  see  Short  v.  Mercicr,  3  M.  &  Q-.  p.  215  : 
and  postf  p.  324.  The  only  difference  lies  in  the  difficulty 
of  applying  it  in  classes  (2),  (3)  and  (4) :  see  Hare,  p.  149. 
There  can  of  course  be  no  rule  the  variety  of  circumstances  is 
60  great.  Some  limit  must  be  placed  upon  its  application. 
There  is  no  fact  which  may  not  in  some  conceivable  case  form 
an  ingredient  in  the  evidence  of  a  crime:  see  Hare,  pp.  154 — 
155  :  or  a  link  in  a  chain  leading  to  a  conspiracy :  A.  G.  v. 
Bah/y  Hay.  &  J.  p.  383 :  A,  O.  v.  Conroy^  2  Jon.  p.  795 : 
and  see  Sidebottom  v.  AtkinSy  3  Jur.  N.  S.  p.  633.* 


•  The  following  cases  are  illustrations.     But  as  said  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Pax- 
Urn  y.  Doujfiaa,  19  Yes.  p.  227,  the  distinction  between  questions  held  to  have 
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In  class  (1)  (see  ante)  the  tendency  of  any  particular 
question  is  manifest,  for  it  is  incidental  to  and  intended  to 
lead  up  to  the  ultimate  object  of  the  discovery. 

If  a  series  of  questions  are  put  all  meant  to  establish  the  same  criminalitj 
yon  cannot  pick  ont  a  particular  question  and  say  if  that  alone  had  been  put 

a  tendency  to  criminate  and  questions  held  to  have  no  such  connection  are 
very  nice,  his  own  inclination  being  to  protect  the  party  agfainst  answering 
any  question  that  formed  a  step  towards  criminating  him : — 

Where  the  bill  represented  a  transfer  of  stock  as  part  of  a  transaction 
which  altogether  amounted  to  an  offence  (compounding  a  felony),  discovery 
as  to  the  object  of  the  transfer  might  it  was  considered  bring  proof  from 
the  defendant  of  the  transaction  and  was  not  compelled :  Claridge  v.  Soare^ 
14  Ves.  69. 

Where  a  woman  forfeited  a  legacy  on  marriage  without  consent  her 
demurrer  to  discovery  of  the  fact  of  marriage  was  allowed,  for  she  could 
not  answer  without  showing  at  the  same  time  that  it  was  against  consent : 
Chauneey  v.  Tahourden,  2  Atk.  p.  393 :  and  see  Chauncey  v.  Fenhoulet^  2  Yes. 
264  :  and  A.  G,  v.  Lueas^  2  Hare,  666. 

Where  a  party  was  asked  whether  he  had  or  had  not  a  legitimate  son  it 
was  held  that  the  question  must  be  answered  as  it  did  not  tend  to  discover 
whether  he  cohabited  with  any  woman,  though  the  discovery  of  his  marriage 
with  the  mother  of  the  son  might,  and  therefore  he  was  not  compelled  to 
discover  the  marriage :  Finch  v.  Finehy  2  Ves.  491,  p.  493 :  Redes.  PL  286. 

Where  the  bill  stated  the  defendant's  marriage  with  a  particular  woman 
and  the  defendant  pleaded  matter  to  show  that  such  a  marriage  would  have 
been  incestuous  the  plea  was  held  good :  Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  2  Ves.  242  : 
and  see  Ciaridge  v.  Hoare^  14  Ves.  p.  66. 

If  in  a  bUl  to  set  aside  a  usurious  contract  it  should  be  asked  what 
interest  he  agreed  to  take  he  could  not  answer  it  without  discovering  what 
he  did  take :  see  Chauneet/  v.  Tahourden,  2  Atk.  p.  293. 

In  an  old  case  of  Chambers  v.  Thompson^  4  B.  C.  C.  435,  it  was  said  **  You 
cannot  ask  a  man  whether  he  intended  to  defraud  his  creditors  nor  whether 
he  has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  but  you  may  ask  whether  he  traded 
or  not :"  though  only  a  trader  could  be  made  a  bankrupt. 

If  a  bill  were  filed  for  discovery  of  waste  charging  that  the  defendant  was 
tenant  for  life  and  that  he  committed  waste  and  praying  discovery  whether 
he  was  tenant  for  life,  he  might  plead  to  the  discovery  whether  he  had 
committed  waste,  but  not  whether  he  was  tenant  for  life :  he  could  only 
plead  to  the  act  (the  waste)  causing  the  forfeiture ;  and  so  he  could  not 
plead  to  a  particular  fact  in  a  bill  whether  he  was  tenant  for  life  that  he  had 
made  a  lease  for  the  life  of  another  which  would  operate  as  a  forfeiture : 
Weaver  v.  Meath,  2  Ves.  108. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  the  witness  by  whoso  evidence  a  verdict  had 
been  obtained  had  be«n  suborned  by  the  defendant  the  defendant  was  allowed 
to  demur  to  discovering  even  whether  the  verdict  was  not  principally  ob- 
tained or  influenced  by  the  evidence  of  this  witness:  Baker  v.  Fritchard, 
2  Atk.  387. 

A  witness  against  whom  an  indictment  for  usury  was  pending  was  pro- 
tected from  answering  whether  a  bill  was  in  his  possession  on  the  ground  that 
it  might  tend  to  convict  him  of  the  offence  of  usury :  Cates  v.  Sardacre,  3 
Taunt.  424. 

Where  the  holding  of  a  particular  office  involved  the  forfeiture  of  a  seat 
in  parliament  a  member  was  protected  from  answering  whether  the  office 
was  not  held  in  trust  for  him  in  the  last  parliament :  for  the  House  might 
unseat  him  on  the  assumption  that  it  was  still  held  in  trust  for  him :  Honey-' 
wood  V.  Selwyn,  3  Atk.  275. 

See  also  MiicheU  v.  Koeckery  11  Beav.  382 :  Braey*s  ease,  1  Lord  Raym.  99. 

t2 
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it  might  have  boen  answered.  If  it  is  one  step  haying  a  tendency  to 
criminate  him  he  is  not  to  be  compelled  to  answer :  Lord  Eidon  in  Paxton 
V.  Douglas^  16  Ves.  p.  242:  and  see  Farkhurtt  v.  Lowten,  2  Sw.  p.  216. 

In  no  stage  of  the  prooeedings  in  this  conrt  can  a  party  be  compelled  to 
answer  any  question  accusing  himself,  or  any  one  in  a  series  of  questions 
that  has  a  tendency  to  that  effect,  the  rule  in  these  cases  being  that  he  is  at 
liberty  to  protect  himself  against  answering  not  only  the  direct  question 
whether  he  did  what  was  illegal,  but  also  every  question  fairly  appearing 
to  be  put  with  the  view  of  drawing  from  him  an  answer  containing  nothing 
to  affect  him,  except  as  it  is  one  link  in  a  chain  of  proof  that  is  to  affect 
him :  Lord  Eldon  in  Paxton  v.  Dotiglas^  19  Ves.  pp.  226 — 227 :  as  for  instance 
if  the  question  is  why  the  debt  was  not  proved  under  the  commission,  the 
object  being  thereby  to  lay  the  foundation  of  an  inference  that  the  party 
acted  illegally  in  taking  the  bond,  he  has  an  equal  right  to  protection  against 
that  question :  ibid, ;  or  if  the  question  be  first  whether  the  party  has  i-eceived 
the  monoy,  second  Ixow  it  has  been  applied,  the  first  if  connected  with  the 
other  has  a  tendency  to  bring  him  into  that  situation  in  which  he  may  avail 
himself  of  the  principle:  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  pane  Si/mc.%  11  Ves.  p.  523. 

These  dicta  of  Lord  Eldon  were  commented  on  by  Sir  A.  Hart  in  Green  v. 
Weaver,  1  Sim.  pp.  430 — 431 :  and  he  there  limited  their  application  to  cases 
where  the  sole  gist  and  object  of  a  suit  was  to  get  relief  (such  as  a  penalty) 
which  a  court  of  equity  would  not  give,  and  where  therefore  all  incidental 
discovery  required  as  leading  to  that  conclusion  would  be  refused.  This 
criticism  or  explanation  of  Lord  Eldon's  dicta  is  dissented  from  by  Mr.  Hare, 
see  Hare,  p.  164,  and  justly  so.  The  purport  of  Lord  Eldon's  observations 
is  clear.  He  was  addi-essing  himself  to  the  case  where  a  plaintiff  seeks  to 
prove  certain  matter  which  might  be  made  the  subject  of  penal  proceedings 
not  for  the  purpose  of  such  proceedings  but  in  order  to  found  thereon  a  claim 
for  equitable  relief.  Mr.  Hare  observes  that  there  are  many  authorities 
which  establish  the  claim  of  collateral  questions  to  protection  where  the  suit 
is  strictly  of  equitable  cognizance.  But  in  fact  the  point  of  view  from  which 
the  subject  is  discussed  is  always  the  use  that  might  be  made  of  the  discovery, 
not  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  professedly  sought :  see  Hare,  p.  133  and  ante, 
p.  322.  The  question  is  not  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  relief,  but  whether  and 
now  far  the  defendant  is  to  help  him  with  evidence :  Short  v.  Mercier,  2  D.  G. 
&  Sm.  p.  649.  He  may  go  on  to  get  his  relief  if  he  can  by  his  own  evidence 
though  he  has  not  been  able  to  establish  his  right  by  the  defendant's  answer : 
see  Srownsword  v.  Edwards,  2  Ves.  pp.  246 — 246:  A.  G.  v.  Brown,  1  Sw. 
p.  294:  Redes.  PI.  196:  Mitchell  v.  Koecker,  18  L.  J.  Ch.  294:  V.  S.  A,  v. 
Macrae,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  p.  88. 

In  Thorpe  v.  Macaulay,  6  Mad.  218,  p.  229 :  Glyn  v.  Houston,  1  Keen,  329, 
p.  337, t  the  whole  object  of  the  bills  was  to  procure  evidence  of  matter  which 
might  be  made  the  subject  of  a  criminal  charge  and  the  party  was  (or  would 
have  been,  see  post,  p.  349  as  to  Thorpe  v.  Macaulay)  protected  from  answering 
any  questions  however  apparently  indifferent  as  they  were  all  put  with  that 

view.     See   also  Sottthall  v.    • ,  Y.  308  ;  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  2  Sw. 

p.  216  :  McCallum  v.  Turton,  2  Y.  &  J.  186  (where  the  party  was  protected 
from  answering  allegations  which  might  be  made  stages  of  proof  in  an  indict- 
ment for  fraud) :  Cartwright  v.  Green,  8  Ves.  405  (where  the  object  of  the  bill 
was  to  prove  matter  amounting  to  a  felony.  Lord  Eldon  however  basing  hia 
decision  on  the  view  that  the  discovery  was  sought  in  aid  of  an  action  founded 
on  felony  and  that  the  policy  of  the  law  required  that  the  oourfc  should  not 
give  discovery  in  aid  of  such  an  action,  see  Hare,  p.  134). 

So  a  tendency  will  readily  be  assumed  in  oases  such  as  Lee 
V.  Read,  5  Beav.  381,  pp.  386 — 387,  and  Waters  v.  Shafteshunj, 
14  W.  E.  259,  where  proceedings  for  an  indictment  in  respect 
of  the  same  matters  were  actnally  pending. 
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Classes  (3)  and  (4)  see  antey  p.  322. 

Where  the  objection  is  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
interrogatory  or  interrogatories,  or  on  the  application  for  pro- 
duction (on  the  face  of  the  bill  under  the  old  practice  so  that 
he  could  not  demur,  see  ante^  p.  318)  the  party  may  and  as 
far  as  practicable  must  state  (by  plea  or  answer  under  the  old 
practice,  see  anfey  p.  318)  further  matters  or  facts  so  as  to  show 
by  what  means  he  may  be  liable  to  punishment :  see  Eedes. 
PL  284, 286 :  Hare,  pp.  149,  263—264 :  Paxian  v.  Douylas,  16 
Ves.  p.  212. 

The  adYersaiy  does  not  always  charge  or  state  his  facts  so  as  to  show  the 
iUeffality  against  which  the  party  seeks  to  protect  himself :  Short  v.  Mercier, 
2  M.  &  G.  p.  216 :  and  see  Wick  v.  Parker ^  22  Beav.  p.  67.  But  the  adversary 
cannot  deprive  the  party  of  protection  by  stating  his  case  untruly  or  a  case  of 
innocence :  Short  v.  Mereier^  2  I).  G.  &  Sm.  p.  649  ;  and  see^.  G,  v.  Conroy, 
2  Jon.  791. 

The  purpose  of  the  plea  in  Claridge  y.  Hoare^  14  Ves.  69,  p.  65,  was  to  state 
clearly  the  connection  of  the  facts  so  as  to  show  their  criminal  nature,  the  bill 
not  so  distinctly  stating  them. 

The  following  cases  may  be  noted  as  further  illustrations  : — Brotcnitcordy. 
Edwardt,  2  Ves.  243  (referred  to  in  Claridge  v.  Hoare,  p.  66)  where  to  dis- 
covery whether  he  was  married  to  a  particiUar  woman  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  she  was  his  sister  and  therefore  if  real  the  marriage  was  incestuous 
(ecclesiastical  offence) :  Hatjield  v.  Hatjieldy  6B.  P.  C.  pp.  102 — 103,  where  the 
defendant  pleaded  matter  to  show  that  an  answer  would  show  him  guilty  of 
bigamy :  Sharpe  v.  Carter ^  3  P.  W.  376,  where  defendant  pleaded  that  a  certain 
contract  if  any  was  made  after  the  seller  was  out  of  possession  and  the  required 
discovery  would  expose  him  to  penalties  under  the  statute  ag^ainst  contracting 
for  pretended  titles. 

Where  the  adversary,  it  was  said,  seeks  discovery  of  matters 
which  might  subject  a  party  to  a  prosecution,  and  also  seeks 
legitimate  discovery,  it  is  his  duty  to  separate  the  two,  for  if 
they  are  so  mixed  up  or  connected  that  either  by  inference  or 
exclusion  they  may  lead  to  a  disclosure  which  might  subject 
the  party  to  a  prosecution  he  is  not  boimd  to  give  any  portion 
of  the  discovery :  Lichfield  v.  Bond,  6  Beav.  88,  pp.  94—95. 
But  where  the  matters  inquired  into  are  apparently  lawful  the 
party  cannot  refuse  to  answer  them  altogether  because  some 
are  unlawful,  for  it  is  for  him  to  distinguish,  because  it  is  he 
who  sets  up  the  illegality :  Fisher  v.  Price^  11  Beav.  194, 
pp.  199—200. 

Where  all  the  matters  and  facts  on  which  the  party  relies 
as  showing  his  liability  are  before  the  court  the  court  is  able 
to  form  its  own  opinion :  (1)  whether  there  is  any  liability 
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at  all :  see  Scott  v.  Milkr,  Johns.  220,  p.  223 :  Williams  v. 
Tryey  18  Beav.  p.  368  :  B.  v.  Charlesicorth,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  326 : 
Sidehottom  v.  Atkins^  3  Jur.  N.  S.  631 :  King  of  Two  Sicilies 
V.  Willcoxy  1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  330  :  U,  8.  A.  v.  Macrae^  L.  R, 
3  Ch.  pp.  84—85 :  Re  Mexican,  ^c.  Co.  4  D.  G.  &  J.  320, 
p.  324,  affirming  27  Beav.  474  (in  whioh  case  and  also  in 
Scott  V.  Miller  and  Sidehottom  v.  Atkins  it  was  held  that  no 
ground  for  any  liability  was  shown) :  (2)  as  to  the  tendency 
of  any  particular  question  or  questions :  see  Short  v.  Mercter^ 
2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  pp.  649—650 :  on  app.  3  M,  &  G.  pp.  215— 
218 :  and  see  the  cases  cited  in  the  note,  ante,  p.  322. 

In  McCallum  v.  Turtofiy  2  Y.  &  J.  183,  p.  193,  Alexander,  L.  C.  B.  obeerved 
that  the  question  for  the  court  was  whether  upon  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
bill,  and  which  must  for  the  purpose  of  the  demurrer  be  admitted  to  be  true, 
there  was  or  was  not  a  probability  that  the  defendant  might  be  Indicted  for 
the  fraud  imputed  to  him  by  the  bill,  and  considered  that  it  was  not  incum- 
bent on  him  to  express  any  positive  opinion  on  that  point,  for  if  there  were 
a  reasonable  probability  the  court  would  not  compel  him  to  answer  *'not 
only  what  must  but  what  may"  subject  him:  see  Lord  Hardwicke  in 
Harrison  v.  Southcote,  2  Ves.  p.  395  :  2  Atk.  p.  539 :  and  ant/?y  p.  321. 

In  Nelmev.  Newton^  2  Y.  &  J.pp.  186 — 187,  the  liability  to  a  penalty  which 
was  alleged  by  the  party  as  a  ground  for  refusing  to  answer  depended  upon 
his  knowledge  of  the  fact  whether  his  partner  was  qualified  to  act  as  notary. 
Sir  John  Leach  considering  that  he  ought  not  to  be  put  to  the  ri^k  of  having 
to  prove  his  ignorance  protected  him  from  answering ;  so  subsequently  Lord 
Eldon  in  the  same  case  in  reference  to  production  of  documents :  and  see 
Mitehell  v.  Koecker,  11  Beav.  380,  p.  382. 

In  Re  Mexican,  ^e.  Co.  referred  to  above,  the  judgment  in  the  court  below, 
see  p.  384,  was  based  rather  on  the  view  that  there  was  no  liability  unless  a 
particular  misrepresentation  had  been  fraudulently  made :  and  see  Bunn  y. 
Bunn,  post,  p.  341,  as  to  a  similar  suggestion. 

In  Short  v.  Mercier,  3  M.  &  G.  pp.  216 — 217,  Lord  Truro  points  out  how 
a  particular  fact  might  constitute  a  link  in  the  chain  of  evidence  against  the 
defendant :  and  see  ibid,  2D.  Qt.  &  Sm.  p.  650. 

The  party  however  cannot  always  practically  put  the  court 
in  possession  of  all  the  facts :  see  class  (4)  ante,  p.  322.  To 
show  to  what  extent  the  discovery  would  affect  him  might 
often  of  necessity  involve  depriving  himself  of  the  benefit  he 
is  seeking  :  Short  v.  Mercier,  3  M.  &  Gr.  p.  217  :  and  see 
post,  p.  328 :  and  ante,  p.  315.  In  cases  of  this  kind  the 
question  was  much  discussed  whether,  as  the  party  alone  knew 
all  the  circumstances  and  the  use  that  might  be  made  of  the 
answer  to  a  particular  question,  he  was  to  be  the  sole  judge 
of  the  tendency  of  such  answer,  and  his  assertion  on  oath  to 
that  effect  was  to  be  accepted  by  the  court  as  conclusive  :  see 
for  instance  B.  v.  Qarbett,  2  0.  &  K.  474,  p.  495.     The  fol- 
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lowing  extract  from  the  judgment  in  Reg.  v.  Boyes^  1  B.  & 
S.  p.  329  was  approved  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ex  parte 
Reynolds^  20  Ch.  D.  294  (and  see  also  Ex  parte  Fernandez^ 
10  C.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  18 — 20,  and  40)  as  correctly  stating  the 
law  applicable  to  a  witness  in  such  cases.    And  the  law  is 
the  same  as  to  discovery :  see  Sidebottom  v.  Atkins^  3  Jur. 
N.  S.  631 :  5  W.  E.  743 :  Short  v.  Mercier,  2  D.  G.  &  Sm. 
p.  650  :  3  M.  &.  Q.  p.  218,  referring  to  R.  v.  Oarbett.     "It 
was  also  contended  that  a  bare  possibility  of  legal  peril  was 
sufficient  to  entitle  a  witness  to  protection  :  nay  further,  that 
the  witness  was  the  sole  judge  as  to  whether  his  evidence 
would  bring  him  into  danger  of  the  law ;  and  that  the  state- 
ment of  his  belief  to  that  effect,  if  not  manifestly  made  malft 
fide,  should  be  received  as  conclusive.     With  the  latter  of 
these  propositions  we  are  altogether  unable  to  concur.     Upon 
a  review  of  the  authorities  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
view  of  the  law,  propoimded  by  Lord  Wensleydale  in  Osbom 
V.  London  Dock  Co.  10  Ex.  698,  and  acted  on  by  Stueirt,  V.-O. 
in  Sidebottom  v.  Atkitis^  is  the  correct  one :  and  that  to  entitle 
a  party  called  as  a  witness  to  the  privilege  of  silence  the  court 
must  see  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  nature  of 
the  evidence  which  the  witness  is  called  to  give  that  there  is 
reasonable  groimd  to  apprehend  danger  to  the  witness  from 
his  being  compelled  to  answer.     "We  indeed  quite  agree  that, 
if  the  fact  of  the  witness  being  in  danger  be  once  made  to 
appear,  great  latitude  should  be  allowed  to  him  in  judging 
for  himself  of  the  effect  of  any  particular  question:    there 
being  no  doubt,  as  observed  by  Baron  Alderson  in  Osbom  v. 
London  Dock  Co.  that  a  question  which  might  at  first  sight 
appear  a  very  innocent  one  might  by  affording  a  link  in  the 
chain  of  evidence  become  the  means  of  bringing  home  an 
offence  to  the  party  answering.     Subject  to  this  reservation  a 
judge  is  in  our  opinion  bound  to  insist  on  a  witness  answering 
unless  he  is  satisfied  that  the  answer  will  tend  to  place  the 
witness  in  peril."    And  the  judgment  goes  on  to  say  that  the 
danger  must  be  real  and  appreciable,  and  not  of  an  imaginary 
and  unsubstantial  character  having  reference  to  a  contingency 
so  impossible  that  no  reasonable  man  would  suffer  it  to  in- 
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fluence  his  conduct,  (in  the  particular  case  an  impeachment 
by  the  House  of  Commons  for  bribery). 

The  decision  in  B.  v.  Garbett  was  in  harmony  with  the  principles  here  laid 
down.  There  it  was  held  that  a  witness  claiming  protection  was  not  com- 
pellable to  answer  where  there  appeared  reasonable  ground  for  thinking 
that  it  would  haye  the  alleged  tendency,  the  judges  refusing  to  decide 
whether  in  every  case  the  party's  declaration  on  oath  was  to  be  accepted 
where  sufficient  circumstances  did  not  appear  in  the  case  to  induce  the  judge 
to  believe  that  the  answer  would  have  such  a  tendency. 

In  Fisher  v.  Ronalds,  12  C.  B.  762,  though  there  were  dicta  of  the  judges 
which  went  beyond  these  principles,  the  particular  question  which  the 
witness  refused  to  answer  was  evidently  one  having  such  a  tendency. 

The  remarks  of  Lord  Truro  in  Short  v.  Jllercier,  3  M.  &  G.  p.  218  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  views  laid  down  in  R.  v.  Boyes  and  Ex  parte  Reynolds, 
**The  point,"  he  observes,  "is  not  whether  there  is  illegality  about  a 
particular  fact  insulated  and  unconnected ;  but,  if  the  fact  forms  one  of  a 
series  and  a  party  declines  to  answer  who  alone  knows  aU  the  circumstances 
and  how  the  fact  is  connected  with  others  which  may  form  the  chain,  I 
apprehend  the  court  would  be  disposed  to  assist  the  party : "  and  so  at 
p.  217  he  says,  "The  party  is  not  boimd  to  show  to  what  extent  the 
discovery  will  affect  him,  for  to  do  that  he  might  often  of  necessity  deprive 
himself  of  the  benefit  he  is  seeking.  It  will  satisfy  the  rule  if  he  states 
circumstances  consistent  on  the  face  of  them  with  the  existence  of  the  peril 
alleged  and  which  also  render  it  extremely  probable :"  and  see  observations 
of  Bovill,  C.  J.  in  Bowden  v.  AlUn,  22  Ij,  T.  p.  342 :  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  3 
H.  &  N.  pp.  362,  363 ;  and  an  American  cafe  The  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend, 
p.  254,  pointing  out  that  if  the  witness  were  obliged  to  show  how  the  effect 
IS  produced  the  protection  would  be  annihilated :  and  see  ante,  p.  326. 


rV.  The  actual  Form  of  the  Oath. 

If  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge  looking  at  the  nature  and  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  the  answer  would  be  likely  to 
have  or  probably  would  have  a  tendency  to  criminate  him 
or  may  not  improbably  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  endanger 
himtheexactformof  words,  "will"  "would"  "may"  "might" 
"  I  think  it  may"  "  I  beHeve  it  wiU"  "  I  am  advised  it  will," 
is  not  material:  see  Lamb  v.  Mtimter^  10  Q.  B.  D.  pp.  Ill, 
114.  This  was  an  action  for  libel  and  the  defendant  refused 
to  answer  interrogatories  asking  in  eflFect  whether  he  published 
the  libel  on  the  ground  that  his  answer  to  them  might  tend 
to  criminate  him.     See  also  ante,  p.  315. 

See  as  to  the  meaning  of  a  tendency  to  criminate,  ante^ 
p.  315,  n. 

Where  however  the  tendency  of  the  answer  is  not  so  clear, 
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see  ante^  p.  322,  and  especially  under  the  oircumstances  con- 
sidered ante^  p.  326  to  p.  328,  a  party  cannot  be  advised  to 
use  a  less  absolute  assertion  than  that  he  believes  that  the 
answer  would  tend  to  criminate  him  or  expose  him  to  a  for- 
feiture or  penalty  :  see  Scott  v.  Miller^  Johns,  p.  332  (where  a 
mere  submission  that  it  would  have  such  a  tendency  where 
no  such  tendency  was  apparent  was  held  insufficient),  or  that 
to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  information  and  belief  it  would 
have  that  effect :  See  Webb  v.  East^  ante,  p.  314  n. 

So  it  has  been  held  {ex  rel.)  that  where  the  effect  of  a 
document  is  not  apparent,  an  absolute  assertion  of  this  kind 
is  necessary  in  order  to  protect  the  document  from  production. 


V.  Exceptions  from  and  Qualifications  of  the  Ruk  as  to  Crimi- 

natory  or  Penalising  Discovery. 

(a)  By  Statute. 

In  some  cases  the  same  statute  which  has  declared  some 
transaction  illegal  and  has  imposed  a  penalty  thereon  has 
also  provided  that  the  liability  shall  not  constitute  an  objec- 
tion to  giving  discovery  or  evidence  in  civil  proceedings :  see 
Smith  V.  Ready  I  Atk.  p.  527,  referring  to  9  Anne,  cap.  14 : 
Kedes,  PI.  288.  To  deprive  a  party  of  his  right  to  refuse 
discovery  or  evidence  a  clear  and  unequivocal  enactment  was 
required :  Orme  v.  Crockfordy  13  Pri.  p.  389 :  but  see  posty 
Bk.  III.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  2,  as  to  a  bankrupt. 

See  as  to  the  protection  afforded  to  documents  referred  to 
under  such  circumstances  R.  v.  Leathaniy  8  Cox,  498  :  3  E.  & 
E.  658. 

See  as  to  a  certificate  against  liability  for  corrupt  practices 
at  elections  under  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  57:  R.  v.  Charksicorthy 
2  F.  &  F.  326. 

The  following  statutes  may  be  mentioned : — 

9  Anne,  o.  14 — gaming  tranAaotiona — in  favour  only  of  the  loser  not  of  an 
informer:  Ornie  v.  Crockford^  13  Prf.  376,  disapproving  Cowan  v.  rhillips^  3 
Anst.  843  :  providing  that  the  party  is  to  be  discharged  from  the  penalty  on 
giving  disoovery  and  making  repayment. 
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7  Geo,  2,  c.  8  (Stock- jobbingr  Act)— JmZ/ocA;  v.  Richardson,  11  Ves.  373: 
Billing  v.  Flight :  Bancroft  v.  Went  worth,  3  B.  C.  C.  11 :  and  see  Pritchett  y. 
Smart,  18  L.  J.  0.  P.  211 :  7  0.  B.  623  (production  of  broker's  book  to 
principal) — containing  similar  provisions  to  those  of  9  Anne,  c.  14. 

24  &  25  Vict.  0.  96  (Larceny  Act) — qn.  whether  not  in  favour  of  in- 
formers :  see  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  219 :  but  see  also  post,  p.  345,  and  Orme  y. 
Crock/ord,  ante : — providing  that  the  party  is  not  to  be  convicted  under  the 
act  if  he  shall  have  disclosed  the  fact  by  way  of  discovery  or  evidence  under 
such  compulsion. 

25  &  26  Vict.  c.  88  (Merchandise  Marks  Act) — providing  that  no  such 
discovery  or  evidence  is  to  bo  admissible  in  support  of  an  indictment. 

See  as  to  disclosures  bv  a  bankrupt,  post,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  2. 
See  other  acts  referred  to  in  Tayl.  Evid.  §  1455. 

Discovery  relating  to  the  printing  and  publishing  of  libels 
in  newspapers  under  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  76  :  32  &  33  Viet.  c. 
24  :  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  99. 

By  6  &  7  Will.  4,  o.  76,  s.  19,  continued  or  re-enacted  by  32  &  33  Vict. 
0.  24  and  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  99  (see  Dixon  v.  Enoch,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  p.  398),  it 
was  enacted  that  "  If  any  person  shall  file  any  bill  in  any  court  for  the  dis- 
covery of  the  name  of  any  person  concerned  as  printer  publisher  or  pro- 
prietor of  any  newspaper  or  of  any  matters  relative  to  the  printing  or  pub- 
lishing of  any  newspaper  in  order  the  more  eifectually  to  bring  or  carry  on 
any  suit  or  action  for  damage  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  reason  of 
any  slanderous  or  libellous  matter  contained  in  any  such  newspaper  re- 
specting such  person,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  plead  or 
demur  to  such  bill :  but  such  defendant  shall  be  compellable  to  make  the 
discovery  required :  provided  always  that  such  discovery  shall  not  be 
made  use  of  as  evidence  or  otherwise  in  any  proceeding  against  the  defen- 
dant save  only  in  that  proceeding  for  which  the  discovery  is  made."  (As  to 
what  is  sufficient  allegation  of  the  libellous  matter  and  the  intention  to  bring 
an  action  see  Dixon  v.  Enoch,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  39 1,  p.  39 9.) 

By  force  of  this  enactment  a  person  complaining  of  a  libel  in  a  newspaper 
might  file  a  bill  against  the  printer  and  publisher  to  ascertain  the  names  of 
the  proprietors  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  his  action  against  the  proprietors 
alone :  Dixon  v.  Enoch,  pp.  400 — 401 :  the  special  rules  of  the  dourt  of 
Chancery  under  which  a  bUl  for  discovery  could  be  maintained  only  against 
a  person  who  was  or  was  to  be  a  party  to  the  record  at  law  and  not  against 
a  mere  witness  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  40  n,  and  Bk.  J II.  Ch.  X.),  not  being 
imported  to  that  extent  into  this  enactment,  though  qu.  whether  a  person 
accidentally  knowing  the  names  of  the  proprietors  but  wholly  unconnected 
with  the  newspaper,  a  mere  witness  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word,  could 
be  made  a  defendant  for  such  a  purpose  :  ibid.  pp.  399,  400. 

Since  the  Judicature  Act  (though  otherwise  before  the  act,  Boicden  v.  Alltn, 
22  L.  T.  342)  a  plaintiff  is  not  obliged  to  file  a  separate  bill  of  discovery  in 
order  to  get  the  benefit  of  this  enactment,  but  he  may  administer  interroga- 
tories in  the  action  itself :  liamsden  v.  Brearley,  33  L.  T.  322,  where  the 
defendant  (the  alleged  publisher)  was  ordered  to  answer  whether  he  was  the 
publisher  or  printer  of  the  paper :  and  see  Lefroy  v.  Burnside,  41  L.  T.  199  : 
4  L.  R.  Ir.  340. 

In  Carter  v.  Leeds  Daily  News  Co.  "W.  N.  76,  p.  1 1,  an  action  for  libel 
against  the  company  and  another  person,  the  latter  was  held  bound  to 
answer  whether  he  or  the  company  was  the  publisher  or  printer  of  the  paper 
containing  the  libel  and  as  to  his  duties  of  supervision  over  the  paper  and 
whether  he  was  a  shareholder,  but  not  whether  he  was  editor,  nor  as  to 
writing  or  who  was  the  writer  of  nor  as  to  seeing  or  sanctioning  the  publica- 
tion of  the  libel. 
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In  Wilion  v.  Brignell,  W.  N.  76,  p.  239 :  20  S.  J.  121,  an  action  for  libel 
against  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper,  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  answer 
whether  he  intended  the  passage  in  question  to  apply  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
not  to  what  other  person  it  applied  nor  whether  he  or  who  was  the  writer : 
(this  last  case  of  course  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  act).  See  other  libel 
cases  referred  to  ante,  p.  319. 


(b)  By  Waiver — Lfij)se  of  Time — Death  of  Person  entitled  to 

sue — Pardon. 

The  discovery  must  be  given  where  the  only  person 
entitled  to  sue  for  the  penalty  or  take  advantage  of  the 
forfeiture  waives  the  penalty  or  forfeiture :  Uxhridge  v. 
Staveland,  1  Ves.  55 :  Boteler  v.  Allington,  3  Atk.  p.  457 
MasonY,  Mvrraij.^Ji.G.G.^S)  A.  (?.  v.  Vincent, Bxmh.  192 
U,  S,  A.  V.  iracracy  L.  E.  3  Ch.  p.  89  r  Redes.  PI.  195,  197 
£,  I,  Co.  V.  Sandys,  1  Vem.  p.  128 :  ^.  G.  v.  Mico,  Hard. 
201.  In  some  of  these  cases  (waste  or  tithes)  the  waiver  was 
necessary  even  for  the  purpose  of  getting  relief  :  see  U.  8.  A. 
V.  Macrae,  L.  E.  4  Eq.  pp.  338—339  ;  3  Ch.  p.  89. 

An  express  waiver  was  necessary- :  Kedes.  Fl.  195,  197 :  except  in  a  bill 
for  the  single  value  of  tithes,  in  which  case  a  waiver  of  the  penalty  of  treble 
value  was  implied  and  an  action  for  the  treble  value  would  have  been  re- 
strained: see  Coop.  Eq.  PI.  205  :  iroods  v.  JFalirj/y  1  Anst.  100  :  V.  S.  A. 
V.  Macrae,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  p.  89  :  4  Eq.  p.  339 :  Jaekaon  v.  Benton,  1  Y.  &  J. 
32,  p.  34,  where  witnesses  were  ordered  to  answer  on  an  undertaking  not  to 
sue  them  for  the  treble  value. 

Even  the  Crown  must  waive  penalties  in  actions  to  recover  customs  or  other 
duties,  aeepoaCf  p.  336. 

So  the  discovery  must  be  given  if  the  time  for  recovering 
the  penalty  or  taking  advantage  of  the  forfeiture  has  expired : 
Davis  V.  acid,  5  Sim.  443:  Parkhurst  v.  Loicten,  1  Mer. 
p.  400 :  Roberts  v.  Allatt,  1  Moo.  &  Malk.  192 :  A.  O.  v. 
Cresner,  Parker,  279  :  even  at  the  time  of  hearing  the  objec- 
tion :  Barge  v.  Corporation  of  Trinity  House,  2  Sim.  411,  where 
the  time  had  expired  at  the  hearing  of  the  plea :  and  see 
Williams  v.  Farnngton,  3  B.  C.  C.  38,  where  the  time  had 
expired  at  the  date  of  putting  in  a  further  answer. 

So  the  discovery  must  be  given  where  the  only  person 
entitled  to  sue  for  the  penalty  or  take  advantage  of  the  for* 
feiture  is  dead  :  Anon,  1  Vem.  60. 

So  also  where  the  offence  in  question  has  been  pardoned : 
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Reg,  V.  Bof/es,  1  B.  &  S.  p.  328 :  though  this  seems  to  have 
been  doubted  in  some  earlier  cases:  Roberts  v.  Ailaii,  1 
Moo.  &  Malk.  p.  193. 


(c)  Distinction  beticeen  a  Disability  to  take  inflicted  as  a  Penalty 
and  a  Disability  arising  from  Policy  or  Rules  of  Law — 
Forfeiture  by  Outlawry — Discovery  in  aid  of  Execution, 

Under  the  rule  that  a  man  is  not  obliged  to  accuse  himself 
is  implied  that  he  is  not  to  discover  a  disability :  and  there  is 
no  difference  between  a  forfeiture  of  a  thing  vested  and  a 
disability  to  take  inflicted  as  a  penalty :  Lord  Hardwicke  in 
Smith  V.  Read,  1  Atk.  p.  527 :  and  see  Harrison  v.  SoutJwote, 
2  Ves.  389,  p.  394 :  1  Atk,  527. 

During  the  period  when  papists  were  subject  to  certain 
incapacities  in  respect  of  the  holding  and  conveying  of  land 
a  party  need  not  have  discovered  whether  he  or  his  predecessor 
in  title  was  or  was  educated  a  papist :  Harrison  v.  Southcote, 
1  Atk.  527 :  2  Ves.  389 :  Smith  v.  Read,  1  Atk.  526 :  Jon^s 
V.  Meredith,  Com.  661,  664:  Wynn  v.  Doughty,  2  Eq.  Ca. 
Ab.  77 ;  the  statute  being  a  penal  statute  :  Smith  v.  Read  : 
these  disabilities  being  considered  to  have  the  same  effect 
with  a  forfeiture :  Botekr  v.  Allington,  3  Atk.  p.  457.  So 
the  avoidance  of  a  living  by  the  acceptance  of  a  second  living 
was  held  to  be  a  forfeiture  :  ibid.  So  also  simony :  see  ante, 
p.  312. 

In  an  information  (under  the  Marriage  Act,  4  Geo.  4,  c.  10, 
6.  23)  seeking  a  declaration  that  a  husband  had  forfeited  his 
interest  in  his  wife's  property  by  procuring  his  marriage  with 
her  while  a  minor  by  falsely  swearing  that  it  was  with  her 
parents'  consent,  he  was  protected  from  answering  as  to  these 
matters,  Wigram,  V.  C.  holding  that  neither  on  authority  nor 
on  principle  was  there  any  distinction  between  a  case  where 
the  forfeiture  was  one  which  was  intended  to  be  enforced  by  a 
court  of  equity  and  the  case  where  it  was  enforced  in  a  court 
of  law :  A,  G.  v.  Lucas,  2  Ha.  566,  p.  569. 

But  the  legal  disability  of  an  alien  to  hold  lands  was  not  a 
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penalty  or  forfeiture  :  A.  O,  v.  Dupkssis,  Park.  p.  163  :  1  B. 
P.  C.  415  :  2  Ve3.  p.  287.  In  this  case  L.  C.  J.  Willes,  p. 
163,  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  was 
inflicted  for  some  act  or  neglect  in  contempt  of  the  law,  but 
the  disability  of  an  alien  to  hold  lands  arose  from  the  policy 
of  the  law  without  any  such  act  or  neglect,  and  compared  it 
to  the  incapacity  of  a  feme  covert  to  grant  and  said  there  was 
no  difference  in  respect  of  the  incapacity  whether  it  was  in 
the  grantor  or  grantee.  A  demurrer  would  not  hold  to  dis- 
covery of  matter  which  would  show  the  defendant  incapable 
of  having  any  interest  or  title :  Eedes.  PI.  197.  So  Lord 
Hardwicke  in  Smith  v.  Head,  1  Atk.  p.  627,  considered  that 
there  was  a  difference  where  the  disability  arose  from  the 
rules  of  law  and  where  it  was  imposed  as  a  penalty,  giving  as 
instances  of  the  former  the  cases  of  an  alien  (but  see  2  Ves. 
p.  493)  a  bastard,  and  the  bankrupt  laws  as  being  not  all 
penal  laws.  In  A,  O.  v.  Duplesm^  Park.  144  (but  see  Lord 
Hardwicke  in  2  Ves.  p.  493),  a  mother  was  held  bound  to 
discover  in  favour  of  the  Crown  matters  to  show  that  both 
herself  and  her  daughter  were  aliens  and  therefore  incapaci- 
tated from  holding  certain  property  of  which  she  was  trustee 
for  her  daughter,  having  herSfelf  also  a  beneficial  interest 
therein,  for  she  was  trustee  for  the  Crown  if  her  child  was  an 
alien :  see  Eedes.  PI.  287.  In  Beames,  Eq.  PL  267—269,  the 
case  of  A,  O,  v.  Dupkssis  is  disapproved  on  the  ground  that 
the  question  is  not  as  to  the  origin  but  the  effect  of  the  dis- 
ability, and  the  effect  was  to  produce  a  forfeiture. 

Discovery  of  an  outlaw's  estate  was  allowed  in  favour  of 
the  Crown  to  give  effect  to  forfeiture  occasioned  by  his  out- 
lawry, which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  gift  to  or  judgment  for 
the  king  :  A,  O,  v.  Dupkms,  Park.  pp.  168 — 169  :  Protector  v. 
Lumkf/,  Hard.  22 :  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  76  :  there  the  effect  is  to 
discover  what  is  already  forfeited  and  not  a  cause  of  for- 
feiture :  Hard.  p.  146.  See  also  Bk.  III.  Ch.  IV.  Sect.  II. 
as  to  discovery  in  aid  of  execution. 
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(d)  Distinction  between  Penalty  or  Forfeiture  and  mere  Loss — 
between  Forfeiture  of  an  Interest  and  Determinatioii  by 
conditional  Limitation, 

There  is  a  wide  distinction  between  penalty  or  forfeiture 
in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  and  loss,  especially  loss  in  respect 
of  interest  only  :  Lord  Eldon  in  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  1  Mer. 
p.  400. 

As  to  the  loss  of  a  debt  upon  a  contract  void  for  usury  or 
on  other  grounds. 

The  dictum  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Suffolk  v.  Grecn^  \  Atk.  450,  that  "  so 
far  as  this  is  proved  relates  to  the  loss  of  a  debt  f>o  far  it  may  be  called  a 
penalty,*'  was  disapproved  in  Shman  v.  Kelli/y  4  Y.  &  0.  p.  172.  As  to  the 
decision  see  post. 

In  Sloman  v.  Kelly  (and  see  fiidehottom  v.  Atkins^  3  Jnr.  N.  S.  631  :  5  "W". 
R.  743 :  and  WUkimon  v.  VJiangier,  2  Y.  &  C.  366)  it  was  held  that  dis- 
covery could  not  be  refused  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  certain  security 
on  which  the  defendant  to  the  bill  of  discovery  was  suing  at  law  was  void 
under  9  Anne,  c.  14  (repealed  by  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  109)  as  having  been  given  for 
money  lent  at  play,  for  that  generally  a  party  could  not  refuse  discovery  of 
the  consideration  for  a  bond,  biU  of  exchange  (referring  to  GUngall  v.  Frazer, 
2  Y,  &  C.  125),  or  other  security  on  the  ground  that  it  was  such  as  to  render 
it  void  and  therefore  to  disable  him  from  recovering  upon  it  at  law,  reference 
also  being  made  to  the  case  of  a  party  filing  a  biU  to  discover  matters  which 
would  make  a  policy  of  insurance  void :  (see  as  to  discovery  in  favour  of 
underwriters,  post,  Bk.  HI.  Ch.  II.). 

Both  in  the  statute  of  9  Anne,  c.  14,  and  in  the  statute  dealing  with 
usuiious  contracts,  there  were  certain  matters  which  involved  merely  the  loss 
of  the  security,  and  other  matters  which  entailed  a  penalty.  In  Sloman  v. 
Kcllt/  this  distinction  was  expressly  recognized.  In  Whitmore  v.  Francis ^  8 
Pri.  616,  a  bill  for  discovery  of  usurious  contracts,  the  distinction  was  alluded 
to  in  the  argument,  but  the  ratio  decidendi  does  not  clearly  appear.  In 
Suffolk  V.  Green  (not  correctly  referred  to  by  Lord  Abinger  in  Sloman  v.  Kellij) 
the  bill  was  regarded  by  Lord  Hardwicke  both  as  a  bill  to  perpetuate 
evidence  of  witnesses  to  a  usurious  bond  and  also  for  discovery :  and  Uie  lord 
chancellor  held  that  as  to  the  first  point  the  demurrer  was  bad,  but  that  as 
to  the  discovery  a  demurrer  would  bo  proper  as  subjecting  him  to  a  penalty, 
and  that  ho  might  insist  by  answer  against  giving  any  discovery  touching 
the  usurious  contract.  See  also  a  reference  to  discovery  relating  to  a 
usurious  contract  in  Chatineey  v.  TaJiourdetty  2  Atk.  p.  293.  In  Catea  v. 
JTardacrey  3  Taimt.  424,  an  indictment  for  usiuy  was  pending. 

The  following  are  extracts  from  the  judgment  of  Lord  King  and  the 
argument  of  the  Solicitor  General  in  an  old  case  of  Wildbore  v.  Farker,  Mos. 
80,  124  where  it  was  sought  to  discover  the  consideration  (to  secure  election) 
given  for  certain  notes.  "Notes  are  given  for  which  there  is  no  remedy  at 
law,  and  the  defendants  file  an  information  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney 
General  for  the  payment  of  them :  must  this  court  suppose  the  consideration 
expressed  to  be  good  without  looking  into  it  ?  Suppose  a  fraudulent  note  is 
obtained  which  yet  appears  fair  on  the  face  of  it,  though  fraud  is  punishable 
by  law,  yet  if  the  party  comes  here  to  have  it  executed  or  puts  it  in  suit  at 
law,  on  a  bill  for  a  discovery  he  must  answer  though  it  may  subject  him  to 
a  penalty  (but  see  Guiborn  v.  Fellows,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  377,  demurrer  to  dis- 
covery whether  a  promissory  note  was  given  to  smother  a  felony) ;  so  if  the 
defendants  will  not  discover  they  shall  have  no  benefit  by  the  information ; 
if  that  was  out  of  the  case  I  should  be  of  another  opinion.   And  though  others 
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wero  present,  if  they  were  parties,  they  too  may  refase  to  swear,  becaase  a 
discovery  would  subject  them  to  punishment.**  Lord  King,  p.  126.  The 
diota  suggesting  that  in  such  cases  even  exposure  to  penalties  or  punishment 
by  law  is  no  protection  are  clearly  opposed  to  all  authority,  see  posty  p.  349. 
'*  Suppose  then  they  had  brought  a  bill  for  payment  of  these  notes  and  on  a 
cross  bill  for  a  discovery  of  t^e  consideration,  could  they  have  demurred  ? 
Gould  they  have  said,  *  No  wo  will  not  tell ;  the  court  shall  decree  blindfold 
for  us*:  it  never  was  allowed  a  party  to  protect  himself  in  this  manner. 
The  court  indeed  will  stand  neuter  where  a  bill  pravs  to  be  relieved  against 
a  corrupt  agreement ;  but  where  the  end  of  the  bill  is  for  a  specific  execution 
of  it,  it  will  certainly  first  examine  into  it,  and  they  cannot  mention  the  case 
of  a  bill  for  an  execution  of  a  contract  and  of  a  cross  bill  for  a  discovery  that 
a  demurrer  to  the  discovery  has  been  allowed ;  for  that  is  to  say  that*  the 
court  must  decree  what  if  they  were  acquainted  with  the  whole  truth  they 
would  not ;  no  your  lordship  must  be  let  into  the  wholo  affair.**  Solicitor 
General,  p.  125. 

In  Benyon  v.  Nettlrfoldy  3  M.  &  Q-.  94,  it  was  held  that  a  defendant  founding 
his  defence  on  the  illegal  nature  of  the  contract  might  have  discovery  to 
establish  that  it  was  void  on  the  ground  of  immoral  consideration :  and  see 
further  this  case  ante^  p.  3 :  and  see  JFiUiatns  v.  Trye,  post^  p.  342. 


Discovery  could  not  be  refused  relating  to  a  secret  parol 
trust  by  a  testator  for  charitable  or  other  purposes :  Adlington 
V.  CanUy  Park.  p.  159,  discussed  in  Miickleston  v.  Brotcn^  6 
Ves.  52,  pp.  67 — 69  :  Strickland  v.  Ahlridge^  9  Ves.  516, 
p.  519 :  A,  (?.  V.  Johnstone^  W.  N.  72  p.  12 :  and  see  pody 
p.  355. 

There  appears  to  have  been  some  doubt  how  far  a  witness 
could  refuse  to  answer  a  relevant  question  the  answering  of 
which  had  no  tendency  to  accuse  himself  or  expose  him  to 
any  penalty  or  forfeiture  but  might  establish  or  tended  to 
establish  that  he  owed  a  debt  or  was  otherwise  subject  to  a 
civil  suit,  and  in  consequence  a  statute  46  Geo.  3,  c.  37 
was  passed  to  provide  that  he  should  not  be  entitled  to  refuse 
to  answer  such  a  question  on  that  groimd.  See  2  Phill.  Evid. 
p.  492 :  Tayl.  Evid.  §  1463 :  Onne  v.  Crockford,  13  Pri.  p.  386 : 
Adams  v.  Lloi/d,  3  H.  &  N.  p.  364 :  Pf/e  v.  Butierjield,  5 
B.  &  S.  pp.  8:i2,  836 :  34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  pp.  19—20,  where 
Cockbum,  C.  J.  suggested  that  "  forfeiture  "  as  used  in  this 
statute  did  not  include  forfeiture  for  breach  of  contract. 

The  Attorney  General  might  bring  a  bill  to  discover  what 
goods  a  person  had  exported  or  imported  without  paying  cus- 
toms, excise,  prisage  (as  being  an  inheritance  of  the  Crown) 
or  other  duties  thereon  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  such 
duties,  if  the  position  was  such  that  he  was  the  only  person 


336  BK.  II.  CHAP.  I.  SECT.  V.  (d). 

entitled  to  sue  for  the  penalty,  and  he  waived  or  was  willing 
to  forego  his  right  to  sue  therefor  (by  analogy  to  the  prac- 
tice in  the  case  of  a  bill  for  tithes  see  ante,  p.  331) :  see -4.  G. 
V.  Mico,  Hard.  137,  pp.  138,  145,  201 :  1  Eq.  Oa.  Ab.  75 : 
Hare,  p.  145  :  A,  G,  v.  Cresner,  Park.  279  :  A.  G.  v.  Conroy^ 
Jones,  791 :  A,  G,  v.  Daly,  Hay.  &  J.  379. 

Bills  were  allowed  to  discover  tenures  in  capite  as  being  in 
the  nature  of  a  reservation  between  landlord  and  tenant  and 
the  incidents  thereto  not  being  penal :  A,  G,  v.  Mico^  Hard, 
p.  145. 

The  distinction  between  a  forfeiture  of  interest  strictly  bo 
called  and  the  mere  determination  of  an  interest  by  force  of 
a  conditional  limitation  has  been  observed  in  this  connection. 

A  condition  by  which  a  woman  lost  any  property  if  she  married  without 
consent  was  held  to  be  of  the  nature  of  a  forfeiture,  and  her  demurrer  to 
discovery  of  the  fact  of  marriage  (see  ante^  p.  323)  allowed :  Chauncey  v. 
Tahourden^  2  Atk.  392 :  Chauncey  v.  Fenhoulei,  2  Ves.  264 :  though  the  hus- 
band had  answered :  Wrotleslcy  v.  Bendishj  3  P.  W.  235  :  and  see  Jordan  v. 
Holcombe,  Ambl.  209. 

A  provision  by  which  a  widow  lost  half  her  property  if  she  married  again 
was  held  to  bo  a  conditional  limitation  and  a  demurrer  to  discovery  of  the 
fact  of  marriage  overruled :  Lucas  v.  Evans,  3  Atk.  259. 

The  distinction  was  disapproved  in  Beames,  Eq.  PI.  266 — 266.  However 
it  has  been  recognised  too  often  to  be  questioned,  and  the  old  case  of  Afonnins 
V.  Monnins,  2  Ch.  Rep.  36,  contra,  must  be  considered  to  be  overruled :  see 
A.  G.  V.  Lucas,  2  Ha.  p.  669:  Pye  v.  Butterjield,  5  B.  &  S.  829,  p.  837:  34 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  pp.  20—21:  Hambrook  v.  Smith,  17  Sim.  pp.  216—218. 

In  Hambrook  v.  Smith,  where  a  condition  by  which  an  estate  was  to  go 
over  on  alienation  was  held  a  conditional  limitation,  Kindersley,  V.  C.  at 
p.  218  said,  *' There  is  a  distinction  between  cases  of  estates  to  endure  for 
life  but  to  go  over  in  case  of  a  particular  act  being  done  and  cases  of  estates 
to  endure  until  the  happening  of  a  certain  event.** 

In  Cooke  v.  Tamer,  14  Sim.  220,  a  party  was  protected  from  answering  as 
to  a  testator*  s  sanity  on  the  ground  that  by  the  wiU  he  was  to  forfeit  an 
estate  if  he  disputed  the  testator's  competency  to  make  it. 

Mr.  Hare  thus  states  the  distinction  in  Hare,  p.  145 : — If  a  bill  seeks  dis* 
covery  of  facts  which  would  show  that  the  defendant  never  had  an  interest 
in  the  property  which  he  wrongfully  retains  or  having  had  an  interest  that 
it  has  ceased  by  the  taking  effect  of  some  limitation  over,  the  defendant  wiU 
not  be  permitted  to  set  up  the  loss  of  possession  which  the  proof  of  these 
facts  would  occasion  as  a  ground  for  withholding  discovery. 


(e)   Where  the  Party  hus  subjected  himself  to  certain  Payments 
hy  his  oicn  Agreement — As  to  the  Forfeiture  of  a  Lease. 

In  some  cases  the  party  has  been  held  to  have  subjected 
himself  to  payments  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  by  his  own 
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agreement,  whether  by  way  of  stipulated  damages  or  not, 
and  in  such  oases  discovery  has  been  enforced :  Bedes.  PI. 
196—196 :  Hare,  p.  139 :  African  Co.  v.  Parish,  2  Vem.  244: 
R  L  Co.  V.  Blake,  Knob,  121 :  E.  I.  Co.  v.  Neave,  5  Ves.  173, 
p.  185 ;  cases  where  the  company's  servants  entered  into  cove- 
nants to  pay  or  allow  in  account  certain  sums  in  the  event  of 
their  committing  breaches  of  certain  regulations.  See  also 
Reg,  V.  Beaufort,  2  Atk.  294 :  E.  I.  Co.  v.  Neave,  pp.  179— 
183:  Sloman  v.  Walter,  1  B.  0.  0.  419:  Lowe  v.  Peers,  4  Burr. 
2228.  Mr.  Hare,  in  Hare,  p.  144,  considers  that  it  does  not 
follow  because  in  some  cases  such  payments  may  have  been 
regarded  as  stipulated  damages  for  the  purpose  of  relief  that 
therefore  they  would  have  been  so  regarded  for  the  purpose 
of  discovery.  In  Brodrepp  v.  Cole,  cited  in  Bedes.  PI.  196 : 
Jones  V.  Green,  3  T.  &  J.  298 :  French  v.  Maccale,  2  Dr.  &  W. 
269,  payments  agreed  to  be  made  by  lessees  in  the  event  of 
digging  sowing  or  burning  land  were  not  regarded  as  penal- 
ties so  as  to  protect  them  from  discovery  of  such  matters. 

A  condition  forfeiting  a  lease  in  case  of  the  lessee's  assign- 
ing or  underletting  without  the  lessor's  consent :  Uxbridge  v. 
Staveland,  1  Ves.  55  :  Fane  v.  Atlee,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  77 :  Pye 
V.  Butterfieldf  5  B.  &  S.  829 :  Browne  v.  JDavies,  2  L.  E.  Ir. 
434 :  (or  for  breach  of  covenant  to  insure :  see  opinions  in 
May  V.  Hawkins,  11  Exch.  210)  has  been  held  to  be  a  for- 
feiture for  the  purpose  of  discovery :  see  also  cases  referred  to 
post,  p.  346. 

(f)  Where  the  Party  has  either  expressly  or  by  his  Conduct  or 
Position  bound  himself  to  give  the  Discovery — Broker — 
Bond  cf  Broker :  of  Executor  and  other  Persons, 

A  party  may  have  excluded  himself  from  the  benefit  of 
the  privilege  (so  far  as  penalties  or  forfeitures  are  concerned, 
not  as  regards  criminatory  matter,  see  post,  p.  339)  either 
by  express  contract  with  his  adversary,  as  where  super-i 
cargoes  or  servants  or  agents  of  the  company  covenanted 
with  the  company  to  answer  any  bills  filed  against  them  by 
the  company  (not  by  any  other  person,  Paxton  v.  Douglas, 

D.  z 
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16  VeB.  pp.  241 — 242)  notwithstanding  any  penalties  to  which 
they  might  be  subject  under  certain  statutes  or  byelaws  con- 
ferring exclusive  rights  of  trading  on  the  Company :  H.  I.  Co. 
V.  Atkins,  1  Str.  168,  p.  177 :  Southsea  Co.  v.  Bunistcd,  Mos. 
74 :  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  77 :  Eedes.  PL  185 :  Paxton  v.  DauglaSy 
pp.  241—242 :  Green  v.  Weaver,  1  Sim.  pp.  428—430. 

Or  he  may  by  the  effect  of  his  own  acts  exclude  himself 
from  the  benefit  of  the  rule :  Green  v.  Weaver,  p.  427. 

He  may  incur  a  moral  obligation  to  give  the  discovery  as 
for  instance  by  accepting  the  relation  of  agent  to  principal : 
for  a  court  of  equity  recognizes  no  difference  between  a  moral 
obligation  and  one  resulting  from  stipulation  by  deed :  Grreen 
V.  Weaver,  p.  431  :*  Hare,  p.  140. 

Parties  holding  themselves  out  as  brokers  were  not  allowed 
to  withhold  from  persons,  who  had  employed  them  in  the 
confidence  that  they  sustained  that  character  and  that  they 
would  be  accountable  to  them  as  their  agents,  discovery  of 
matters  transacted  by  them  for  such  persons,  on  the  ground 
that  such  discovery  would  subject  them  to  penalties  imder 
57  Geo.  3,  c.  40,  for  not  having  properly  qualified  themselves 
to  act  as  brokers :  Bobimon  v.  Kitchin,  8  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  88, 
aflBrming  21  Beav.  365:  Grreen  v.  Weaver,  1  Sim.  404, 
p.  432,  a  similar  case,  see  8  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  p.  92. 

In  Robinson  t.  Kitchin^  21  Beav.  pp.  371 — 372,  Bomilly,  M.  R.  based  his 
deouioiL  upon  the  g^ronnd  that  parties  who  held  themselves  out  as  brokers 
impliedly  assert  that  they  hare  done  everything  to  properly  qualify  them- 
selves to  act  as  such  and  are  therefore  bound  to  make  this  assertion  good  ; 
referring  this  ground  to  the  ground  of  implied  contract  adopted  by  Sir  A. 
Hart,  in  Oreen  v.  Weaver.  So  in  the  court  above,  p.  91,  they  were  regarded 
as  representing  themselves  to  the  plaintiff  as  authorized  to  act  for  him  law- 
fully. 

But  where  each  party  knows  the  other's  real  position  in 
relation  to  the  transactions  in  which  they  are  engaged  these 
principles  have  no  application. 

Where  persons  entered  into  an  axrangement  which  they  knew  to  be 


*  In  this  case,  p.  432,  Sir  A.  Hart  appears  to  misapply  cases  such  as 
Afriean  Co.  v.  Farith :  £.  J.  Co.  v.  Ifettve,  see  antg,  p.  338 :  in  those  cases 
the  agreement  of  the  party  was  to  pay  the  penalty,  not  to  give  the  discovery ; 
aee  Hare,  pp.  140 — 141. 
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prohibited  by  law  and  to  render  them  liable  to  penalties  they  mnst  be  taken 
to  have  known  that  neither  of  them  would  be  able  to  obtain  disooyery 
against  the  other  of  the  matters  relating  to  the  transactions  in  which  they 
were  engi^^^ed,  or  eyen  that  it  was  a  condition  that  they  should  not  be  bound 
to  make  disdosuree :  see  £obituon  y.  Kitehin,  21  Beav.  pp.  371 — 373,  regard- 
ing Short  y.  Mereier  referred  to  anUf  pp.  311,  326,  as  such  a  case,  (and 
also  a  similar  case  of  JRobinsm  y.  Zamond,  15  Jur.  240). 

In  the  same  case  on  appeal,  8  D.  G-.  M.  &  G.  p.  91,  Knight-Bruce,  Y.  G. 
expresses  no  opinion  whether  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  at  any  time 
during  the  course  of  the  transaction  was  aware  of  the  want  of  qualinoation 
in  the  broker  would  haye  been  material ;  but,  p.  90,  he  approves  Short  y. 
Jltdrci^. 

The  dictum  in  Outcoigne  v.  SidsweU,  Gilb.  186,  that  "  where  two  go  on  an 
unlawful  trade  (infringing  the  E.  I.  Go.'s  trade  monopoly)  they  seem 
entirely  to  have  waived  that  unlawfulness  between  themselves  and  so  they 
must  answer  "  seems  hardly  reconoUeable  with  the  views  above. 

An  executor  or  adnunifitrator  chaxged  with  fraudulently 
tendering  an  account  of  assets  could  not  escape  discoveiy  on 
the  ground  of  the  penalties  to  which  he  was  liable  under  his 
bond  and  oath  duly  to  administer  the  assets :  Green  v.  Weaver j 
1  Sim.  pp.  431 — 432.  And  see  ibid.  pp.  425 — 426,  where  the 
liability  of  a  broker  to  a  charge  of  perjury  for  breach  of  his 
oath,  taken  on  being  admitted  broker,  was  held  to  be  no  pro- 
tection to  discoveiy  of  accounts  to  his  principal,  otherwise  the 
oath  instead  of  securing  his  honesty  would  serve  aa  a  screen 
for  the  commission  of  gross  frauds :  and  see  Wihon  v.  Prince 
referred  to  2  Ves.  p.  244 :  and  see  Robinson  v.  Kitchiny  8 
D.  Q-.  M.  &  G.  pp.  91 — 92 :  and  see  as  to  a  broker's  oath 
Ex  parte  Dyster^  1  Mer.  155,  In  a  suit  to  have  an  award 
decreed  and  performed  the  defendant  was  protected  from 
giving  discovery  so  as  to  charge  himself  with  the  penalty  of 
a  bond  for  the  performance  of  the  award :  Bishop  v.  Bishopy 
1  Eep.  in  Oh.  75. 

But  as  a  general  rule  a  defendant  liable  to  account  in  equity 
even  as  a  trustee  can  protect  himself  from  any  discoveiy 
whether  by  way  of  production  of  deeds  or  otherwise  which 
may  subject  him  to  penal  consequences,  and  the  plaintiff 
must  prove  his  liability  by  other  means :  see  Parkhurst  v. 
Lowteny  2  Sw.  pp.  212—214,  215. 

A  party  cannot  by  any  agreement  deprive  himself  of  the 
benefit  of  the  protection  given  him  by  law  against  disclosing 
matters  which  might  be  made  the  subject  of  a  criminal 

z2 


340  BK.  11.  CH\P.  I.  SECT.  V.  (f). 

charge  against  him:  Lee  v.  Read^  5  Beav.  p.  385  :  Robinson 
V.  Kitchen^  21  Beav.  p.  370,  n. 


(g)  Not  in  every  case  of  indictable  Frauds  Perjury  or  Conapi^ 
racy — Uhdertcritera — 13  Eliz.  cap.  5  :  27  Miz.  cap.  4. 

It  is  not  in  every  case  where  the  matters  as  to  which  dis- 
covery is  sought  might  furnish  ground  for  an  indictment  for 
fraud  or  perjury :  see  Chadwick  v.  Chadwick^  22  L.  J.  Ch. 
pp.  330,  331 :  or  for  combination  or  conspiracy:  Mayor  of 
London  v.  Lef>yy  8  Ves.  p.  403 :  Dummer  v.  Corporation  of 
Chippenham,  14  Ves.  245,  pp.  249,  251 :  A.  O.  v.  Conroyj 
Jones,  791 :  A.  Q.  v.  Daly,  Hay.  &  J.  379,  to  defraud  the 
crown  of  revenue:  (but  see  Mayor  of  London  v.  Levy  in  argu- 
ment, pp.  399 — 401 :  Oliver  v.  Heywoody  Mayor  of  London  v. 
Ainsley,  1  Anst.  62,  160 :  Hare,  p.  143:  Redes.  PL  40—41) : 
that  the  party  will  be  able  to  withhold  the  discovery.  If  that 
were  so  Lord  Eldon  considered  that  it  would  be  difficult  to 
abstract  from  the  apparent  grasp  of  the  common  law  doctrine 
of  conspiracy  nine-tenths  of  the  bills  in  equity  charging  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  the  usual  form  :  Mayor  of  London 
V.  Levy,  p.  403:  or  not  so  charging  it:  Dummei^  v.  Corp. 
Chippenham,  p.  251 :  and  so  where  defendants  are  charged 
with  fraud  in  equity :  Chadwick  v.  Chadtmck,  p.  331  :  and 
see  Brotomword  v.  Edwards,  2  Ves.  pp.  243 — 244,  citing 
Wihon  V.  Prince :  see  also  Gartside  v.  Outram,  3  Jur. 
N.  S.  39. 

In  Chettoynd  t.  linden,  2  Yes.  450  foonspiraoy  to  set  up  a  bastard  child  bat 
not  for  tbe  purpose  of  defeating  the  neir  and  therefore  not  an  offence)  Lord 
Hardwicke  obaerres  that  it  is  not  every  conspiracy  charged  in  a  oonrt  of  equity 
that  would  be  a  ground  for  a  criminfld  prosecution,  and  that  the  boundaries 
are  often  very  nice  between  where  a  matter  is  near  indictable  and  a  fraud 
in  a  court  of  equity. 

See  ante,  p.  339,  as  to  the  oath  of  an  executor,  broker,  &o. 

Underwriters  have  been  allowed  to  have  discovery  to  sup- 
port charges  of  fraud  amounting  to  an  indictable  offence  in 
aid  of  their  defence  to  actions  on  policies :  see  Maeaulay  y. 
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Bhakell,  1  BKgh,  N.  S.  pp.  121—122, 133 :  The  Mary,  L.  R. 
2  A.  &  E.  p.  324:  but  they  have  always  been  specially 
favoured  in  the  matter  of  discovery:  see  posty  Bk.  III.  Ch.  II. 
The  provisions  of  13  Eliz.  cap.  5,  section  3,  and  27  Eliz. 
cap.  4,  section  3,  imposing  penalties  and  forfeitures  on  parties 
to  fraudulent  and  voluntary  conveyances,  could  not  it  was 
held  be  used  to  prevent  discovery :  Bunn  v.  Bunn,  4  D.  G.  J. 
&  S.  316. 

The  point  was  also  tondhed  upon  in  Wich  y.  Parker,  22  Beay.  59.  In 
Bunn  y.  Bunn  the  disooyery  required  was  an  affidavit  of  doonments  (qu. 
whether  in  any  case  objection  can  be  taken  to  making  the  affidayit,  see  ante, 
p.  315),  and  the  objection  was  that  making  the  affidavit  involved  an  admis- 
sion of  the  possession  and  existence  of  the  deed  which  was  sought  to  be 
impeached  in  the  action,  and  that  if  successfully  impeached  the  defendant 
would  be  liable  to  penalties  under  section  3  of  13  Lliz.  c.  5,  on  which  the 
court  observed  that  the  penalties  did  not  attach  if  the  deed  was  defended 
honestly  and  justly  (as  to  which  see  also  Mexican^  ^e.  Co.y  ante,  p.  326).  It 
may  be  noted  that  it  was  also  said  that  any  objection  to  the  production  of 
any  particular  document  could  be  considered  on  its  merits  afterwards.  Qu. 
whether  it  was  meant  that  any  t)bjection  of  the  same  kind  could  then  be 
raisou. 


Where  a  party  objected  to  produce  documents  on  the 
ground  that  they  tended  to  support  an  indictment  then 
pending  against  him  for  perjury  committed  in  the  suit  pro- 
duction was  ordered  on  the  ground  that  if  it  were  allowed 
to  constitute  a  valid  objection  it  would  hold  out  an  inducement 
to  a  party  to  commit  perjury  at  an  early  stage  of  the  action 
in  order  to  prevent  the  court  from  administering  justice  in 
the  suit :  Rice  v.  Gordon,  13  Sim.  580. 


VI.   Discovery  tending  to  discredit  a  Party  or  render  him 

Infamous, 

A  party  cannot  escape  the  obligation  of  giving  discovery 
on  the  ground  that  it  would  tend  to  render  him  infamous, 
where  it  does  not  amount  to  a  public  offence  or  an  indictable 
crime :  see  Chettcynd  v.  Linden,  2  Ves.  p.  460 :  Story,  Eq. 
PI.  696 :  or  subject  him  to  penal  consequences :  Wigr.  PL 
271 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  483. 
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In  Parkhurst  v.  LowteUj  1  Mer.  p.  400,  Lord  Eldon  held 
that  where  the  time  for  enf oromg  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  has 
expired  disooverj  oonld  not  be  refused  although  it  might 
tend  to  oast  a  yery  great  deal  of  reflection  on  his  oharaoter 
and  conduct.  And  see  Hare,  p.  132.  So  where  a  crime  has 
been  pardoned,  discovery  cannot  be  withheld,  see  antcj  p.  331. 

In  old  times  acts  of  infamy  or  tmpitade  (adultly  for  instance)  subjected 
a  person  to  censure  or  punishment  hj  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts ;  and  this 
was  considered  to  be  punishment  according  to  the  law  of  the  land.  Dis- 
covery therefore  of  such  matters  was  protected :  Brownsword  v.  Edwanb, 
2  Yes.  p.  247 :  Franco  t.  BolUm^  3  Yes.  p.  372 ;  so  explained  in  Benyon  t. 
Nettlefold,  3  M.  &  G.  p.  103;  and  in  Hare,  p.  132:  Chetwynd  y.  Linden^ 
2  Yes.  460 :  A,  Q.  t.  Dupleuis,  Park,  p.  163 :  iU)des.  Fl.  196. 

Where  discoyeiy  calculated  to  discredit  the  party  is  irrele- 
yant,  it  is  scandalous^  see  arUe^  p.  105. 


Where  the  party  incurs  no  penalties  the  alleged  illegality 
of  the  transaction  is  no  defence  to  discovery :  Williams  v. 
Ti/re^  18  Beav.  366 :  and  see  Benyon  v.  Nettle/old^  ante, 
p.  335. 


•», 


VH.  The  position  of  a  Trustee,  Executory  Attomej/y  Agent, 
Member  of  Corporation,  in  relation  to  Discovery  pena^ 
Using  the  Cestui  que  trust.  Legatee,  Client,  Principal 
Corporation. 

A  party  is  only  protected  from  discovering  matter  which 
will  expose  himself  and  not  matter  which  will  expose  some 
other  person  (except  his  or  her  wife  or  husband  in  the  case  of 
a  criminal  charge :  see  a  passage  in  Steph.  Dig.  Law  Evid. 
referred  to  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  113 :  cu9  of  felony :  Cartwright 
V.  Oreen,  8  Ves.  405 :  and  see  ante,  p.  51,  as  to  a  married 
woman)  to  penal  proceedings :  King  of  Two  Sicilies  v.  Willcox, 
1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  329 :  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  2  Sw.  pp.  211, 212, 
214,  215. 
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The  position  of  a  trustee  and  an  exeoutor  would  seem  to  be 
as  follows : — 

A  trustee  or  exeontor  cannot  withhold  disooTery  on  the  groimd  that  it 
may  criminate  a  person  beneficially  interested  in  the  property,  or  that  it 
would  have  criminated  the  testator  if  he  had  been  alive. 

Nor  primd  facie  can  a  trustee  or  executor  having  no  beneficial  interest  in 
the  property  withhold  discovery  on  the  ground  that  it  may  cause  a  loss  or 
forfeiture  of  that  property. 

But  in  some  cases  the  trustee  is  regarded  for  the  purpose  of  the  action  as 
the  beneficial  owner  of  the  trust  property :  see  ante,  p.  202.  In  such  a  case 
a  penalty  or  forfeiture  affecting  the  trust  property  should  it  is  conceived 
be  reg^ardod  as  if  it  affected  property  of  wnich  the  trustee  was  in  reality 
beneficial  owner,  and  the  trustee  not  only  may  but  is  bound  to  take  the 
objection :  see  Hare,  pp.  132 — 133.  In  Suffolk  v.  Qreen^  1  Atk.  449  the 
person  named  in  a  usurious  bond,  though  admittedly  only  a  nominee  for 
another  person  not  a  party,  was  allowed  to  withhold  discovery.  Lord 
Hardwicxe,  p.  450  says  ^'For  as  to  the  objection  that  the  defendant  Green 
will  lose  nouiing  by  the  discovery  as  he  has  no  interest :  a  trustee  has  as 
much  the  benefit  of  the  pleading  of  this  court  as  he  that  has  the  equitable 
interest,  nay  the  cestui  que  trust  is  entitled  to  have  the  privilege  maintained 
by  the  trustee." 

The  position  of  the  executor  must  be  the  same  in  principle  as  that  of  the 
trustee.  Where  he  is  for  the  purpose  of  the  action  regarded  as  representing 
the  testator's  estate  it  is  conceived  that  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  affecting 
that  estate,  whether  through  the  person  of  the  testator  or  otherwise,  may  be 
treated  as  if  it  were  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  affecting  his  own  property  but 
this  in  the  interest  of  those  claiming  under  the  testator. 

Where  an  executor  has  also  a  beneficial  interest,  aa  in  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten^ 
1  Mer.  391,  pp.  401 — 2,  where  he  was  also  devisee,  he  may  withhold  disoovery 
in  respect  of  that  beneficial  interest. 

A  trustee  where  he  is  himself  affected  may  withhold  discovery  from  his 
cestui  que  trust :  Parkhunt  y,  Lowten,  2  Sw.  pp.  211,  212 :  1  Mer.  pp.  401. 

On  the  principle  that  the  protection  is  a  purely  personal 
one  an  attorney  cannot  refuse  to  discover  matter  which  would 
subject  his  client  to  penal  proceedings  unless  it  involves  a 
violation  of  professional  confidence :  Parkhurst  v.  Loictenj  2 
Sw.  pp.  211,  214,  216,  217. 

So  an  agent  and  his  principal. 

It  is  clear  that  the  clerk  (here  made  a  co-defendant  with 
the  company  for  discovery)  to  the  defendants  cannot  demur 
on  the  ground  that  his  principals  are  liable  to  penalties  and 
his  answer  could  not  (see  as  to  this  antcy  p.  83)  be  read 
against  them:  Oibbon  v.  WaUrloo  Bridge  Co.  6  Bid*  491, 
p.  493. 

Generally  therefore  where  a  member  or  officer  of  a  corpora- 
tion is  required  under  the  present  practice  to  give  discovery 
on  its  behalf  no  liability  of  the  corporation  constitutes  any 
objection  to  his  giving  discovery :  see  King  of  Ttco  Sicilies  v# 
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Willcoxj  post :  exoept  of  ootirse  to  the  extent  to  which  he 
himself  is  affected:  see  for  instance  Maclben  v.  C4wj>.  ofZiver- 
poolj  ante,  p.  320  (where  the  town  clerk  would  have  been 
personally  affected  by  the  discovery  which  he  was  called  on 
to  give).  In  fact  it  is  only  in  exceptional  cases  that  a  cor- 
poration can  be  indicted,  as  for  instance  for  not  repairing 
a  bridge  or  not  complying  with  an  order  of  justices :  the 
general  law  of  England  is  that  a  corporation  cannot  be  in- 
dicted for  a  crime :  King  of  Two  Sicilies  v.  Willcox,  1  Sim. 
N.  S.  p.  334. 


VJLLl.  Aa  to  the  Euk  extending  to  Forfeiture  or  other  Penal 
Proceedings  in  a  Foreign  Country. 

The  rule  is  not  confined  to  penal  proceedings  arising  from 
a  breach  of  or  existing  merely  by  virtue  of  the  municipal  law 
of  this  country :  it  extends  to  penal  proceedings  arising  from 
a  breach  of  the  law  of  a  foreign  country :  U.  S.  A.  v.  Macrae, 
L.  E.  3  Oh.  79,  disapproving  Lord  Crahworth's  opinion  to 
the  contrary  in  King  of  Two  Sicilies  v.  Willcox,  1  Sim.  N.  S. 
pp.  329—331. 

In  tliis  oaae  Lord  Cranworth  founded  hiB  opinion  on  the  Tiew  that  the 
judge  must  be  able  to  say  as  a  matter  of  law  whether  the  matters  disclosed  or 
relied  on  by  the  party  could  or  could  not  entail  penal  consequences,  but  that 
in  respect  of  penal  consequences  in  a  foreign  country  no  judge  could  know  as 
matter  of  law  what  would  or  would  not  be  penal  in  a  foreign  country,  and 
therefore  could  not  form  any  judgment  as  to  the  force  or  truth  of  the  party^s 
objection,  and  that  if  the  principle  was  once  admitted  it  must  be  admitted  in 
all  its  ramifications.  Where,  ae  in  that  case,  there  was  nothing  on  the  face  of 
the  proceedings  to  inform  the  mind  of  the  judge  whether  there  was  any  and 
if  any  what  foreign  law  applicable  to  the  case  or  whether  the  parties  had 
incurred  or  made  themselves  liable  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  by  their  con- 
duct, and  there  was  only  a  statement  that  tney  believed  and  had  been  advised 
that  the  production  of  the  documents  would  expose  and  render  them  subject 
to  criminal  prosecution  punishment  and  penalties  in  Sicily,  the  discovery  was 
properly  ordered,  for  it  did  not  furnish  the  least  information  of  what  the 
foreign  law  was  on  the  subject,  though  it  was  necessary  for  the  judge  to 
know  this  with  certainty  before  he  could  say  whether  the  parties  had  rendered 
themselves  amenable  to  punishment  by  that  law  or  not :  U.  S.A.  y.  Moctm, 
L.  R.  3  Ch.  pp.  84 — 86,  approving  the  decision  to  that  effect  in  Kinff  of  Two 
SUilies  V.  Willeox.  In  this  case  it  may  also  be  observed  that  the  HabiHty  of 
Uie  parties  depended  upon  their  voluntary  return  to  Sicily:  Ibid.  p.  332:  and 
see  XT.  S.  A.y.  Macrae^  p.  87.  But  where  the  U.  S.  A.  government  brought 
an  action  for  an  account  of  monies  received  by  the  defendant  as  a^nt  of  the 
Confederate  government,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  an  act  of  (ingress  under 
which  the  property  of  persons  who  had  acted  as  such  agents  was  liable  to 
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oonfification,  and  that  proceedings  hj  the  plaintiffs  were  actuaUj  pending 
against  him  for  this  purpose  in  America,  and  where  therefore  the  exact 
nature  of  the  penalties  or  forfeiture  was  precisely  stated,  and  the  plaintiffs 
haying  themselyes  instituted  proceedings  against  the  defendants  could  not 
deny  their  liability,  and  no  expert  to  construe  the  act  was  required,  and  their 
liability  to  forfeiture  of  their  property  was  independent  of  their  return  to 
America,  the  plea  was  held  good  to  discovery  of  matters  relating  to  the 
alleged  agency:  U.  S.  A.  v.  Macrae,  L.  E,  8  Ch.  79,  pp.  84—87,  aflfirming 
on  this  point  L.  B.  4  Eq.  327. 


IX.  Acttona  to  recover  Penalties  or  enforce  Forfeitures. 

It  has  been  held  in  a  recent  case  that  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  to  recover  penalties  is  not  entitled  either  to  interrogate 
or  to  have  discovery  of  documents :  Hunnings  v.  Williamson^ 
10  Q.  B.  D.  459  (action  to  recover  penalties  under  Metropolis 
Management  Act,  1855,  s.  54,  for  acting  as  vestrjnnan,  over- 
ruling therefore  Society  of  Apothecaries  v.  Nottinghamy  W.  N. 
75,  p.  259,  an  action  to  recover  penalties  under  the  Apothe- 
caries Act,  where  interrogatories  were  allowed:  see  also  Anon. 
W.  N.  75,  p.  219,  action  for  penalties  under  Larceny  Act, 
s.  102,  by  common  informer).  The  decision  was  rested  on 
the  ground  that  equity  would  not  before  the  Jud.  Acts  have 
given  discovery  to  a  plaintiff  in  such  an  action,  that  the  case 
did  not  come  within  the  principles  upon  which  previously  to 
those  acts  discovery  was  granted  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  that 
(following  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  see  ante^  pp.  8  and  9)  where 
there  was  no  right  to  discovery  before  the  acts  there  was  none 
now,  FisJier  v.  Owen  (as  to  which  see  ante^  p.  318)  dealing 
only  with  actions  where  the  party  had  a  right  to  administer 
interrogatories. 

Some  reliance  seems  to  have  been  placed  on  a  passage  from  a  judgment  of 
Sir  A.  Hart  in  Green  v.  Weaver,  1  Sim.  p.  430,  quoted  in  Chadxcick  v.  Chad- 
wiek,  22  L.  J.  Gh.  p.  330,  and  commented  on  ante,  p.  324,  to  the  effect  that 
equity  wonld  give  no  discovery  to  aid  the  recovery  of  a  penalty. 

The  author  has  been  imable  to  find  any  case  in  which  discovery  was  sought 
in  equity  for  the  express  purpose  of  aiding  the  prosecution  of  an  action  to 
recover  penalties  or  enforce  a  forfeiture  and  was  refused  on  that  express 
ground.  (See  as  to  discovery  in  aid  of  an  action  for  felony :  Cartwright  v; 
Green,  ante,  p.  324:  and  as  to  discovery  in  aid  of  actions  for  tort:  post. 
Sect.  X.)  In  every  case  the  ground  on  which  discovery  is  refused  is  that 
based  on  the  maxim  '*  Nemo  tenetur  seipsum  prodere.'*  And  so  it  is  put  in 
Itedes.  PL  194  :  Beames,  Eq.  PI.  268 :  and  see  ante,  p.  322 :  and  not  un  any 
peculiar  reluctance  of  equity  to  assist  penalties  or  forfeitures.  Mr.  Hare, 
in  Hare,  p.  137,  expressly  disting^uishes  between  the  rule  that  a  party  is  not 
bound  to  answer  so  as  to  expose  himself  to  pains  penalties  or  forfeitures  from 
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iha  prinolple  that  equity  only  assumes  a  jurisdiotion  to  compel  disooTery  in 
a  civil  action,  the  objection  not  being  to  the  whole  bill  or  proceeding  as 
seeking  discovery  at  all,  but  to  the  indiyidoal  questions  put.  Mr.  Justice 
Story  in  £q.  PI.  6  521,  lays  it  down  that  it  is  a  universal  rule  in  courts  of 
equity  not  to  lend  their  aid  to  enforce  any  penalty  or  forfeiture ;  and  so  in 
Story,  Eq.  Jur«  §  1509,  that  a  bill  of  discovery  will  not  lie  in  cases  which 
involve  penalties  or  forfeitures  of  a  public  nature  nor  those  of  a  private 
nature  imleas  waived ;  and  see  ibid.  §§1319, 1494.  But  the  authorities  which 
he  quotes  in  support  are  all  cases  of  the  kind  above,  where  that  is  to  say  the 
ground  of  objection  is  not  the  purpose  for  which  the  discovery  is  sought  but 
the  effect  of  giving  the  discovery.  It  probably  is  so  that  equity  would  not 
have  granted  discovery  in  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  such  actions,  partly 
perhaps  on  the  ground  that  it  was  the  business  of  equity  to  relieve  against 
and  not  to  assist  forfeitures :  see  Fonbl.  Eq.  bk.  vi.  ch.  iii.  §  5 :  A,  O.  v. 
SindUy,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  131 :  and  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  131,  para.  9 :  but  both  text 
writers  and  judges  seem  to  have  relied  in  support  of  this  proposition  upon 
cases  which  were  decided  on  totally  different  grounds. 

There  were  four  cases  at  common  law  imder  the  0.  L.  P. 
Acts  where  application  was  made  by  the  plaintifE  for  leave  to 
administer  interrogatories  in  actions  of  ejectment  founded  on 
forfeiture. 

In  May  v.  SawkinSy  11  Exch.  210  (ejectment  for  breach  of  covenant  to 
insure)  the  application  was  refused  on  a  technical  ground,  the  judges  how- 
ever strongly  disapproving  such  an  application.  In  Chester  v.  WorUey,  17 
0.  B.  410  ^ejectment  for  breach  of  covenants  in  lease)  leave  was  granted,  it 
being  considered  that  the  proper  time  to  object  was  on  putting  in  the 
answer,  the  g^unds  of  objection  to  be  then  stated  to  each  question,  follow- 
ing Osborn  v.  London  Dock  Co.,  a  different  case,  see  anUf  p.  320.  In  Blyth  y. 
VJEstrangCy  3  F.  &  F.  154  (ejectment  on  forfeiture  against  copyhold  tenant) 
leave  was  refused.  In  Pye  v.  Bulterfield,  6  B.  &  S.  829  :  34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  19 
(ejectment  on  forfeiture  for  underletting)  after  an  elaborate  argument  leave 
was  refused  on  the  ground  (p.  837)  that  a  bill  of  discovery  would  not  have 
been  allowed  in  equity  where  the  answers  might  have  the  effect  of  causing  a 
forfeiture  of  an  estate :  and  see  Cork  v.  Fotter^  I.  It.  11  C.  L.  94  :  Browne  v. 
J)avie8,  2  L.  It.  Ir.  434. 

It  may  be  noted  that  though  equity  refused  to  give  disco- 
very in  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  an  action  for  personal  tort 
the  common  law  courts  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts  were  in  the 
habit  of  doing  so  :  see  post^  Section  X. 


X.  Actions  for  Tart.* 

In  early  times  there  was  some  doubt  as  to  the  extent  to 
which  a  court  of  equity  would  interfere  to  give  discovery  in 

*  Considered  here  for  convenience,  see  ante,  p.  4. 
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aid  either  of  the  prosecution  of  or  the  defence  to  actions  for 
tort.     The  equity  practice  is  discussed  posiy  p.  348. 

Under  the  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  the  C.  L.  P. 
Acts  the  common  law  judges  considered  that  they  were 
authorized  to  grant  discovery  in  actions  for  tort  both  to  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  though  they  admitted  that  in  equity 
a  bill  of  discovery  could  not  be  filed  in  aid  of  the  prosecution 
of  an  action  for  personal  tort :  Pye  v.  Butterfieldj  34  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  pp.  19,  20  :  5  B.  &  S.  pp.  837—839.  In  numerous 
actions,  chiefly  actions  for  slander  or  libel,  this  jurisdiction 
was  exeroised  in  favour  of  either  party,  but  as  a  matter 
purely  for  the  court's  discretion :  see  libel  cases  cited  antCj 
pp.  319 — 320  :  slander  cases  (interrogatories  by  plaintiff ),j3M^, 
p.  463 :  Oourley  v.  PlimsoU  (interrogatories  by  defendant  in 
action  for  libel),  poaty  p.  463 :  Metropolitany  8fc,  Co,  v.  Hawkina 
(inspection  by  defendant  in  action  for  Ubel),  posty  p.  463 :  see 
also  Macaulay  v.  Shakelly  posty  p.  348. 

Now  although  generally  the  equity  practice  of  discovery 
has  since  the  Jud.  Act  superseded  the  common  law  practice 
of  discoveiy :  see  antCy  pp.  5, 7 :  the  rights  which  existed  under 
the  0.  L.  P.  Acts  to  discovery  in  aid  both  of  the  prosecution 
of  and  defence  to  actions  for  personal  tort  have  not  been 
destroyed  by  the  Jud.  Acts  and  Eules  but  still  remain :  see 
antey  pp.  8, 9.  But  the  exercise  of  these  rights  in  such  actions 
is  governed  by  or  modelled  upon  the  equity  practice  of  dis- 
covery generally,  just  aa  all  discovery  of  a  criminatory  cha- 
racter is  now  regulated  by  that  practice :  that  is  to  say,  the 
common  law  discretion  to  disallow  the  interrogatories  is  gone; 
if  they  are  relevant  they  must  be  allowed  (see  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  new  rule  necessitating  the  leave  of  the  court  to  inter- 
rogate, antey  p.  91)  and  the  objection  to  them  as  being  of  a 
criminatory  character  must  be  taken  on  oath  in  the  answer, 
though  it  maybe  a  case  where  a  plaintiff  is  seeking  discovery 
in  an  action  for  libel,  and  where  almost  of  necessity  the  dis- 
covery, if  relevant,  must  be  such  as  tends  to  prove  the  libel 
and  is  therefore  as  a  rule  (but  see  McLouglin  v.  Dwyer  and 
Collins  V.  Tates  cited  antey  pp.  319,  320)  criminatory :  and  so 
as  to  discovery  and  production  of  documents :  see  Lamb  v. 
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Mumtery  ante,  p.  328  :  Webb  v.  Hast,  ante^  p.  315  :  Atherley 
V.  Harvey  disapproved,  ante^  p.  318  :  Dalrympk  v.  Leslie^  ante, 
p.  131 :  (see  also  Hill  v.  Campbell,  ante,  p.  320) :  Allhusen  v. 
Labouchere  (interrogatories  by  defendant),  ante,  p.  317 :  and 
generally,  ante,  p.  317. 

The  equity  practice : — (see  ante  as  to  the  common  law 
practice. 

(a)  As  to  actions  for  tort  to  property. 

Discovery  (and  even  relief)  Beems  frequently  to  have  been  g^nied  in 
equity  in  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  actions  for  tort  to  property,  especially 
where  by  the  secret  contrivance  of  it,  it  could  not  be  proved :  Fonbl.  Eq. 
bk.  6,  ch.  3,  §  6 :  such  as  trespass:  E,  I,  Co.  v.  Sandys,  1  Vem.  129:  and  see 
Cage  v.  Warner ,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  76  :  Hard.  182 :  as  where  a  man  carried  his 
mine  under  his  neighbour's  ground :  E.  I.  Co.  v.  EvatUf  1  Vem.  p.  309 : 
Taylor  v.  Crompton,  ^Bun.  95  \  or  trover,  as  where  a  man  ran  away  with  a 
casket  of  jewels :  E.  I.  Co.  v.  Evans  :  and  see  Sloman  v.  Seathfield,  Bun.  18 : 
MacclesJUld  v.  Bavis^  3  V.  &  B.  16.  In  Eeathcote  v.  Fleet :  Morse  v.  Euek^ 
worth,  2  Vem.  442 :  bills  of  discovery  in  aid  of  actions  for  damages  were 
allowed  on  the  express  g^und  that  tiie  damages  arose  out  of  a  contract  or 
undertaking. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  say  a  man  shall  not  have  discovery  in  this  court  for 
matters  that  sound  in  tort :  E.  I.  Co.  v.  Evans,  p.  307. 

''  It  was  next  argued  that  a  court  of  equity  would  not  lend  its  aid  either 
for  discovery  or  commission  to  either  party  in  an  action  at  law  proceeding  ex 
delicto.  I  cannot  but  consider  the  cases  of  Cojamaul  v.  Verelst  and  Nieoll  v. 
Verelstf  4  B.  P.  G.  pp.  407  and  426,  as  being  some  authority  the  other  wav. 
It  did  not  occur  to  the  very  distinguished  counsel  who  were  employed  in 
Uiose  cases  that  any  such  point  could  be  sustained.  No  such  limitation  of 
the  jurisdiction  as  to  discovery  is  hinted  at  in  any  book  of  practice  or  bv  the 

dictum  of  any  judge I  am  not  therefore  prepared  to  say  that  a 

court  of  equity  will  refuse  its  ordinary  aid  to  the  parties  in  any  action  at  law 
proceeding  for  a  civil  remedy :  Sir  John  Leach  in  Thorpe  v.  Macaulay;  6  Madd. 
p.  230. 

(b)  As  to  actions  for  personal  tort  (the  equity  practice,  see 
ante). 

The  right  of  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  personal  tort  to  discovery  seems 
never  to  have  been  the  subject  of  an  actual  decision  in  equity,  though  it  was 
discussed  in  Macaulay  v.  Shakell,  before  the  House  of  Lords :  1  Bligh,  N.  S. 
96.  This  case  is  treated  in  Wiltnot  v.  Maccabe,  4  Sim.  p.  266  (and  see  Stetcard 
V.  Kugenty  1  Keen,  p.  203)  as  having  actually  decided  that  a  bill  of  discovery 
might  be  filed  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  a  civil  action  for  personal  tort,  or  at  all 
events  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  a  civil  action  for  libel.  This  however  is  not 
so.  This  case  seems  also  to  have  been  misunderstood  by  Mr.  Hare :  see 
Hare,  pp.  117 — 118 :  and  see  Eill  v.  Campbell,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  p.  247  :  note  to 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1494 :  and  Story,  Eq.  PI.  697.  The  suit  was  brought  by 
tiie  defendant  to  a  civil  action  for  libel  for  discovery  an  injunction  and  a 
commission  to  examine  witnesses :  and  the  ground  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in 
resisting  it  was  that,  the  publication  of  the  libel  being  an  indictable  offence, 
the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity,  his  case 
being  founded  upon  and  arising  out  of  the  commission  by  him  of  such  indict- 
able offence,  an^  that  therefore  by  his  own  showing  he  had  come  to  protect 
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himBelf  against  the  conseqaenoe  of  his  crime,  and  there  was  no  precedent  for 
such  a  bill  in  aid  of  a  plea  to  an  action  for  libel  averring  the  truth  of  the 
libel.  And  this  also  was  the  question  which  the  House  of  Lords  considered 
to  be  before  them,  that  is  to  say  whether  a  defendant  in  such  an  action  could 
bring  a  bill  in  a  court  of  equity  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  libel  (see  pp.  123, 
126, 135)  or  whether  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  interfere  at  all  (see  p.  126). 
The  actual  decision  (see  pp.  116,  129),  following  in  fact  Cojamaul  v.  VereUt 
and  Nieol  v.  VereUt^  4  B.  r,  C.  406,  416,  suits  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  civil 
actions  for  malicious  arrest  and  imprisonment,  was  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  a  commission,  and  the  demurrer  being  to  the  whole  bill  was  there- 
fore overruled.  The  proposition  contended  for  by  Lord  Eldon  was  (see  pp. 
126 — 127)  that,  if  a  plaintiff  having  an  option  either  to  prosecute  the  defen- 
dant for  an  indictable  offence  or  proceed  against  him  civilly  thinks  proper  to 
go  into  a  court  of  law  for  a  recompense  in  matter  of  damages,  that  mates  it 
a  civil  action,  and  the  defendant  has  as  good  a  right  to  pursue  his  defence  to 
it  as  a  civil  proceeding  as  the  plaintiff,  even  (p.  128)  if  it  be  to  assist  a  plea 
of  justification  (see  also  the  equity  cases  of  JFiUnot  v.  Maccabe,  4  Sim.  p.  266, 
and  Stewart  v.  Nugent^  1  Keen,  201  :  and  the  common  law  cases  of  MetropO" 
litan,  ^c.  Co,  v.  Hawkifis  and  Oourley  v.  Plimsolly  post,  p.  463).  But  this 
proposition  was  not  absolutely  laid  down  in  its  integrity  so  as  to  cover  a  bill 
xor  discovery.  At  the  same  time  it  is  not  conceived  that  it  was  intended  to 
be  suggested  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  should  be  deprived  of  the  right 
which  he  would  have  in  any  action  to  object  to  give  any  particular  discovery 
on  the  ground  of  its  criminatory  character.  A  plaintiff  even  in  equity  is 
under  no  greater  obligation  in  this  respect  than  a  defendant :  see  Story,  Eq. 
PI.  §  597 :  Bishop  of  Londoti  v.  Fytehe^  1  B.  P.  0.  96  :  Honey  wood  v.  Selwyn,  3 

Atk.  p.  276 :  Southall  v. ,  Y.  308 :  see  however  extracts  from  Wildbore  v. 

Farker^  referred  to  ante^  p.  334.  See  also  gpenerally  as  to  the  position  of  a 
plaint^  in  regard  to  discovery,  posty  pp.  458,  467. 

In  Thorpe  v.  Macaulay,  5  Mad.  218,  a  suit  of  a  similar  character  to 
Maeaulay  v.  Shakell,  the  same  ground  was  taken  in  argument,  the  same 
views  put  forward  by  Sir  John  Leach,  p.  231,  and  the  demurrer  overruled 
on  the  same  grounds,  leave  however  being  given  to  file  a  separate  demurrer 
to  the  discovery  on  the  ground  that  the  whole  object  of  the  discovery  being 
(p.  229)  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  libel,  in  other  words  to  prove  the  truth  of 
the  criminal  matter  charged,  it  was  demurrable  (see  ante,  p.  318). 

There  is  no  instance  to  be  found  of  any  bill  in  equity  having  been  filed  in 
aid  of  the  prosecution  of  an  action  to  recover  d^ages  for  personal  tort. 
Ajid  Lord  Langdale  in  Glyn  v.  Houston,  1  Keen,  p.  337,  in  reference  to  this 
fact  says,  '*  I  have  looked  into  the  authorities  which  tend  very  mudi  to  con- 
firm my  opinion  that  a  bill  of  discovery  cannot  be  sustained  in  aid  of  an 
action  for  a  mere  personal  tort.  If  it  were  expressly  necessary  to  decide  the 
point  I  think  it  clear  what  the  course  of  my  duty  would  be."  And  then  he 
goes  on  to  say  that  the  bill  being  one  of  which  uie  whole  object  was  to  have 
discovery  of  matter  on  which  a  criminal  charge  might  be  founded  (illegal 
assault  and  imprisonment)  it  could  not  be  sustained. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

LEGAL  PROFESSIONAL  PRIVILEGE. 


Part  I. 

GENERALLY  AS  TO  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  LEGAL  PROFESSIONAL 
PRIVILEGE  INDEPENDENTLY  OF  THE  FACT  WHETHER  (seO 
post,  p.  358)  THE  DISCOVERY  18  SOUGHT  OF  THE  CLIENT 
OR  OF  THE  LEGAL  ADVISER. 

I.  I7ie  Doctrine. 

The  object  meaning  and  general  scope  of  the  doctrine  is 
clearly  set  forth  in  the  following  passages : — 

*<  As  by  reason  of  the  complexity  and  difficulty  of  our  law  litigution  can 
only  be  properly  conducted  by  professional  men,  it  is  absolutely  necessary 
that  a  man  m  order  to  prosecute  his  rights  or  to  defend  himself  from  an  im- 
proper claim  should  have  recourse  to  the  existence  of  professional  lawyers, 
and,  it  being  so  absolutely  necessary,  it  is  equally  necessary,  to  use  a  vulgar 
phrase,  that  he  should  be  able  to  make  a  clean  breast  of  it  to  the  gentleman 
whom  he  consults  with  a  view  to  the  prosecution  of  his  claim  or  the  substan- 
tiating his  defence  against  the  claims  of  others :  that  he  should  be  able  to 
place  unrestricted  and  unbounded  confidence  in  the  professional  agent  and 
that  the  communications  he  so  makes  to  him  should  be  kept  seciet  unless 
with  his  consent  ffor  it  is  his  privilege  and  not  the  privilege  of  the  confiden- 
tial agent),  that  ne  should  be  enabled  properly  to  conduct  his  litigation" : 
Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  649. 

In  Woods  v.  WoodSf  4  Ha.  p.  86  Wigram,  V.  C.  expressed  his  opinion  that 
80  long  as  the  state  of  the  law  should  make  it  impossible  for  parties  to  be 
their  own  lawyers  and  to  act  without  professional  advice  it  was  indispensably 
necessary  that  the  privilege  conceded  to  professional  communications  should 
be  maintained  at  least  to  the  extent  to  which  it  was  then  established. 

''The  unrestricted  communication  between  parties  and  their  prof essional 
advisers  has  been  considered  to  be  of  such  importance  as  to  make  it  advisable 
to  protect  it  even  by  the  concealment  of  matter  witibout  the  discovery  of 
which  the  tru^  cannot  be  ascertained  " :  Lord  Langdale  in  Meeoe  y.  IVy^,  9 
Beav.  p.  319.  (It  may  be  observed  that  Lord  Langdale  viewed  (be  privilege 
with  disfavour  in  some  respects,  see  post,  p.  370 :  and  Fliffht  v.  £obinsonj  8 
Beav.  p.  34:  and  Storey  y.  Lennox,  1  Keen,  pp.  349 — 350.) 

<'  The  relation  between  the  dient  and  his  professional  legal  adviser  is  a 
confidential  relation  of  such  a  nature  that  to  my  mind  the  mamtenanoe  of  the 
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privilege  with  regard  to  it  is  essential  to  the  interests  of  justice  and  the  well- 
being  of  society.  Though  it  might  occasionally  happen  that  the  removal  of 
the  privilege  would  assist  in  the  elucidation  of  matton  in  dispute  I  do  not 
think  this  occasional  benefit  justifies  us  in  incurring  the  attendant  risk  *' : 
Oockbum,  C.  J.  in  Southwark  Water  Co,  v.  Q^ieky  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  317. 

'*  The  protection  is  of  a  very  limited  character  and  is  restricted  in  this 
country  to  obtaining  the  assistance  of  lawyers  as  regards  the  conduct  of 
litigation  on  the  rights  to  propertv.  It  has  never  gone  beyond  the  obtaining 
legal  advice  and  assistance,  and  all  things  reasonably  neoessair  in  the  shape 
of  communication  to  the  legal  advisers  are  protected  from  production  or  dis- 
covery in  order  that  that  legal  advice  may  be  obtained  safely  and  sufficiently  " : 
Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Wlueler  v.  Le  Marehant,  17  Ob.  I>.  PP-  681—682. 

*'The  rule  which  protects  from  disclosure  confidential  communications 
between  solicitor  and  client  does  not  rest  simply  upon  the  confidence  reposed 
by  the  client  in  the  solicitor,  for  there  is  no  such  rule  in  other  cases  in  which 
at  least  equal  confidence  is  reposed :  in  the  cases  for  instance  of  the  medical 
adviser  and  patient,  and  of  the  clergyman  and  prisoner.  It  seems  to  rest  not 
upon  the  confidence  itself  but  upon  the  necessity  of  carrying  it  out.  Lord 
Brougham  in  Greenotigh  v.  OiukeU,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  103,  gives  I  think  the  true 
foundation  of  it.  He  says,  '  It  is  founded  on  a  regard  to  the  interests  of 
justice  which  cannot  be  upholden  and  to  the  administration  of  justice  which 
cannot  go  on  without  the  aid  of  men  skilled  in  jurisprudence  in  the  practice 
of  the  courts  and  in  those  matters  affecting  rights  and  obligations  which 
form  the  subject  of  all  judicial  proceedings.  If  the  privilege  did  not  exist  at 
all  every  one  would  be  thrown  upon  his  own  legal  resources :  deprived  of  all 
professional  assistance  a  man  would  not  venture  to  consult  any  skilful  person 
or  would  only  dare  to  tell  his  counsellor  half  his  case.'  This  then  being  the 
foundation  of  the  rule  the  court  when  called  on  to  apply  it  must  of  course 
have  regard  to  the  foundation  on  which  it  rests  and  not  extend  it  to  cases 
which  do  not  fall  within  the  mischief  it  was  designed  to  prevent " :  Turner, 
y.  G.  in  MuM$U  V.  Jackson,  9  Ha.  p.  391 :  and  see  Truro,  L.  C.  in  Glyn  v. 
Caulfield,  3  M.  &  G.  pp.  474—475 :  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C.  in  Pearse  v.  JPearse, 
I  D.  G.  &  Sm.  pp.  28—29 :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  v.  LyeU,  23  Gh.  D. 
p.  404 :  Lord  Blackburn,  ibid,  9  App.  Ga.  86 :  Lord  Brougham  in  Bolton  v. 
Corp,  of  Liverpool,  I  M.  &  K.  p.  94  :  and  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  died-pott,  p.  393. 

The  exercise  of  the  privilege  is  not  to  be  allowed  to  pre- 
judioe  the  client. 

In  TFenlworth  v.  Lloyd,  10  H.  L.  G.  589,  the  Mastsr  of  the  KoUs  had  laid 
it  down  that  where  a  client  (the  plaintiff)  chose  to  exercise  his  privilege  to 
prevent  his  solicitor  as  witness  from  divulging  confidential  communicationa 
ne  must  be  subject  to  the  rule  that  the  keeping  back  of  evidence  must  be 
taken  most  strongly  ag^ainst  the  person  who  does  so.  Lord  Ghelmsford 
protested  strongly  against  any  such  proposition  as  (p.  590)  being  entirely  at 
variance  with  principle  and  utterly  in  contradiction  to  the  privilege  of  pro- 
fessional confidence,  and  as  (p.  592)  denying  him  the  protection  afforded  him 
by  the  law  for  public  purposes,  and  taking  away  a  privilege  which  could 
thus  only  be  assorted  to  his  prejudice. 

And  the  same  considerations  seem  applicable  to  the  case  where  disooveiy 
is  sought  from  the  client  himself. 
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II.  Exceptions  to  the  Privilege — Fraud — Illegal  Purpose — 
Criminal  Matter — See  alsa  other  cases  of  non-existence  of 
the  Privilege^  post^  Part  III.  Sect.  I. 

When  a  solicitor  is  party  (with  his  client)  to  a  fraud  no 
privilege  attaches  to  the  communications  with  him  upon  the 
subject  because  the  contriving  of  a  fraud  is  no  part  of  his 
duty  as  solicitor :  Russell  v.  Jackson^  9  Ha.  p.  392. 

It  is  not  accurate  to  speak  of  cases  of  fraud  contrived  by 
the  client  and  solicitor  in  concert  together  as  cases  of  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule.  They  are  cases  not  coming  within 
the  rule  itself ;  for  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  all  which 
passes  between  a  client  and  his  solicitor,  but  only  to  that 
which  passes  between  them  in  professional  confidence ;  and 
no  court  can  permit  it  to  be  said  that  the  contriving  of  a 
fraud  can  form  part  of  the  professional  occupation  of  an 
attorney  or  solicitor :  Follett  v.  Jefferys,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  17 : 
and  so  Charlton  v.  Coombes,  4  QifF.  p.  380  :  and  see  Botcles  v. 
Stewart,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  229. 

There  is  no  difference  it  seems  whether  the  disclosure  be 
sought  from  the  client  or  the  solicitor :  see  Follett  v.  Jefferys^ 
1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  16 :  and  cases  cited  jt?o«^,  p.  353  to  p.  355. 

Nor  whether  the  disclosure  sought  be  of  the  contents  of 
documents  or  by  way  of  actual  production :  Follett  v.  Jefferys^ 
p.  15  :  ibid,  13  Jur.  973, 465.  But  in  the  absence  of  the  client 
the  solicitor  could  not  be  ordered  by  way  of  discovery  to  pro- 
duce documents  the  property  of  the  client :  see  post,  p.  429, 
and  ante,  p.  199. 

The  cases  where  discovery  has  been  had  from  a  solicitor 
made  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  costs  are  considered  ayite, 
pp.  49,  55. 

See  also  Qresley  v.  Mousley,  3  £.  &  J.  288,  referred  to  post, 
p.  386,  where  persons  claiming  under  the  client  impeached  a 
purchase  by  the  solicitor  from  the  client,  a  case  however 
which  obviously  involves  different  considerations. 

There  are  three  requisites  necessary  to  oust  the  privilege 
on  this  ground,  (a)  there  must  be  a  fraud,  (b)  the  discovery 
must  be  connected  with  the  fraudulent  acts,  (c)  the  legal 
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adviser  must  be  a  party  or  quasi-party  to  the  fraud  (but  see 
as  to  a  orime  as  opposed  to  a  civil  ira.Tiipo8ty  p.  355). 

(a)  There  must  be  a  fraud. 

For  what  constitates  fraud  for  this  purpose :  see  FolUtt  v.  Jefferys^  1  Sim. 


353.     After  heading  (c). 

The  privilege  is  lost  even  if  the  legal  adviser  is  not  a  party 
to  the  contemplated  fraud  or  crime  and  is  ignorant  of  the 
purpose  for  which  his  advice  is  wanted,  for  the  protection  of 
such  communications  must  be  injurious  to  the  interests  of 
justice :  R.  v.  ttw?  and  Bailtony  14  Q.  B.  D.  153,  reviewing 
all  the  cases  and  disapproving  Cromack  v.  Heathcoie^  R.  v. 
Smithy  Doe  v.  HarriSy  all  oiioA^poaty  pp.  354 — 356,  and  approving 
in  particular  Turner,  V.-C.  in  Russell  v.  JacksoUy  posty  p.  355. 

See  ibid.y  at  pp.  175, 176,  with  reference  to  the  note  on 
p.  353. 


a  oonveyaDGe  made  from  tue  aetenaant  to  ms  souator  ^oo-aeienaani.;  peuiuu^j^ 
another  suit,  letters  relating  to  this  other  suit  were  protected,  though  other- 
wise if  it  had  appeared  that  they  related  to  the  preparation  of  the  deed,  the 
solicitor  being  charged  to  be  a  party  to  the  fraud.  In  this  case  production 
was  ultimately  ordered  of  the  documents,  Bee/H>«^,  p.  425,  and  they  were  read 
in  eyidence,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  426. 

(c)  The  legal  adviser  must  be  a  party  or  quasi-party  to  the 
fraud  (but  see  as  to  a  crime  as  opposed  to  a  civil  fraud 
posty  p.  355) :  see  the  passages  cited  antCy  p.  352 :  Green- 
ough  V.  Oaskelly  1  M.  &  K.  p.  109 :  Buffin  v.  Smithy 
Peake,  108. 

All  the  authorities  are  clear  on  this  point:  the  opinion  therefore  of  Malins, 
V.  C.  in  JPhillipa  v.  Solmer,  16  W.  R.  678,  p.  679,  that  where  parties  were 


*  The  recent  case  of  E.  y.  Cox  and  RaiUon  (June  20th  and  27th — the  judg- 
ment in  which  has  not  ^et  been  delivered)  seems  to  bear  upon  this  point,  for 
a  question  was  raised  in  argument  whether  some  independent  evidence  of 
the  fact  that  the  communication  was  for  a  criminal  purpose  must  not  haye 
been  given  in  order  to  justify  the  court  in  calling  on  a  solicitor  as  witness  to 
disolose  the  matter  or  purpose  of  the  communication. 

n.  •  A  A 
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charg^  with  fraud  they  oould  not  daim  priyilege  for  any  commiuiications 
whether  opinions  of  counsel  or  letters  by  or  to  them  relating  to  those  opinions 
(and  see  also  his  arg^ument  as  counsel  in  Charlton  t.  Coombes,  4  Giff.  p.  378, 
to  the  effect  that  the  fraud  of  the  client  without  any  participation  of  the 
solicitor  takes  the  case  out  of  the  rule)  cannot  be  upheld.  The  decision  in  this 
case  may  perhaps  be  supported  on  other  grounds :  it  was  an  application  by 
next  of  kin  against  executors  and  the  documents  related  to  an  administration 
stfH  which  the  next  of  kin  were  seeking  to  stay  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  see 
postf  p.  38G. 

llie  solicitor  must  be  acting  particcps  criminis  and  not  in  the  true  relation 
of  solicitor  and  client:  see  Rctjnell  v.  Sprye^  11  Beav.  618. 

It  is  not  enough  that  the  client  committed  a  fraud,  but  in  order  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  privilege  there  must  be  some  specific  charge  in  the  bill 
connecting  the  solicitor  with  the  iitiMdi: ^Charlton  y.  CoombeSj  4  Giff.  p.  381: 
and  see  Follett  v.  Jefferys^  1  Sim.  N.  S.  pp.  15 — 16. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  a  solicitor  is  a  co- conspirator  (see  also 
Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  p.  109)  with  a  defendant  in  the  caui:e  in  concocting  a 
fraud  in  respect  of  which  the  suit  seeks  relief  the  priWlege  does  not  cover 
such  a  case :  Charlton  v.  CoombeSy  4  Giff.  p.  380,  where  there  was  no  single 
passage  in  the  bill  charging  the  solicitor  (witness)  with  the  fraud  or  with 
any  fraud:  he  was  employed  in  the  ordinary  way;  p.  381.  Follett  v.  Jefferyi 
was  the  exact  reverse :  there  was  a  charge  that  the  defendant  and  solicitor 
took  counsel  together,  &C.  (to  make  a  deed),  but  the  alleged  circumstances 
were  held  not  to  amount  to  fraud. 

So  in  Moniinyton  v.  Morningtony  2  J.  &  H.  697,  pp.  702 — 703,  communica- 
tions between  the  defendant  and  her  solicitor  in  the  course  of  the  preparation 
of  a  deed  which  it  was  being  sought  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  were  held  to 
be  covered  by  privilege  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  averred  that  the  soli- 
citor took  any  part  in  the  fraudulent  proceeding,  all  that  was  alleged  with 
respect  to  him  being  that  he  was  instructed  to  and  did  prepare  the  deed,  the 
fraud  charged  being  collateral  to  the  communication  with  the  solicitor,  and 
there  was  therefore  nothing  to  bring  it  within  the  rule  that  where  a  fraud  is 
concocted  between  the  client  and  solicitor  the  communication  by  which  It  is 
effected  must  be  produced. 

See  also  Anon.  Skinner,  404,  referred  to  in  Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K. 
p.  105,  where  the  attorney  who  drew  an  alleged  corrupt  agreement  was  not 
allowed  to  be  examined  as  to  the  matter  of  it :  Cromack  v.  lleathcote^  2  Brod. 
&  B.  4,  where  the  attorney  who  had  been  applied  to  by  the  defendant  to 
draw  an  assignment  alleged  to  be  in  fraud  of  his  creditors  and  on  that 
ground  had  refused  to  draw  it  was  protected  from  giving  evidence :  Shcllard 
V.  HarriSy  6  C.  &  P.  692,  where  an  attorney  as  witness  was  protected  (the 
question  in  the  action  being  whether  a  deed  from  an  insolvent  to  the  defen- 
dant was  bond  fide  or  fraudulent)  from  answering  whether  the  insolvent  had 
not  applied  to  him  to  draw  a  conveyance  in  fraud  of  liia  creditors,  and  also 
whether  he  asked  his  advice  for  a  lawful  or  unlawful  purpose,  for,  p.  694, 
it  might  be  that  he  asked  whether  a  particular  thing  could  legally  be  done 
(see  R.  y.  CoXy  posty  p.  355) :  Chant  v.  Brown,  9  Ha.  79,  a  suit  to  impeach  an 
appointment  as  fraudulent,  where  the  attorney  who  drew  it  was  allowed  to 
chum  privilege. 

On  the  other  hand  in  Reynelly.  Sprye,  10  Beav.  pp.  66 — 67,  it  was  said  that 
the  letter  was  not  written  in  professional  confidence  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  professional  assistance  but  that  the  client  having  a  particular 
purpose  m  view  made  the  attorney  his  tool  and  not  his  adviser.  In  this  case 
the  client  had  penned  a  letter  to  be  copied  and  sent  to  him  by  his  attorney  as 
if  emanating  from  the  attorney  himself  for  the  purpose  of  showing  it  to  the 
plaintiff  in  order  to  induce  him  to  sell  a  certain  estate :  in  a  suit  to  set  aside 
the  sale  on  the  g^und  of  fraud  production  was  ordered  on  the  dient  and  the 
solicitor,  defendants,  of  the  letter  admitted  to  be  in  their  possession,  and  on 
the  solicitor  of  the  draft  and  of  another  similar  letter  in  his  possession,  but 
not  of  the  correspondence  between  them. 

Where  a  solioitor  (defendant)  was  alleged  to  have  been  party  to  a  fraud  by 
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whioh  his  client  (deceased)  f orgfed  a  Bignatnre  to  a  will  impeached  in  the  snit 
he  was  ordered  to  produce  all  papers  which  might  throw  a  light  on  the 
transaction  (except  a  draft  bill  in  a  contemplated  suit  as  being  equiyalent  to 
an  opinion  of  counsel)  whether  his  own  or  belonging  to  his  client,  there  being 
no  personal  representative  of  the  dient  who  could  be  brought  before  the 
court  (as  to  thjs  last  point  see  ante,  p.  201) :  Feaver  y.  WiUiams,  II  Jur. 
N.  S.  962. 

Where  a  bill  charged  suppression  of  a  will  and  prayed  a  disooveiy,  &nd 
one  of  the  defendants  demurred,  all  his  knowledge  being  derived  as  counsel, 
his  demurrer  was  overruled,  for  the  trust  of  counsel  did  not  extend  to  the 
suppression  of  a  will  or  deed :  Rothxcell  v.  King^  2  Sw.  221  n :  see  also  poat^ 
p.  427  as  to  this  case. 

Where  an  attorney  prepared  a  usurious  deed  he  was  compelled  as  witness 
to  prove  that  the  consideration  was  usurious,  for  where  the  attorney  himself 
is  as  it  were  a  party  to  the  original  transaction  that  does  not  come  to  his 
knowledge  as  attorney:  Duffin  v.  Smithy  Peake,  108:  or,  as  explained  by 
Lord  Brougham  in  Grtenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  109,  he  was  deemed 
to  be  the  party  acting  rather  than  the  attorney  entrusted.  A  rather  wider 
ground  for  disallowing  privilege  in  the  case  of  the  attorney  seems  to  be 
suggested  here :  and  see  Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  pp.  103 — 104 :  namely  that 
the  matter  does  not  come  or  does  not  come  solely  to  his  knowledge  as  attorney : 
as  to  this  point  see  pott^  p.  430.  So  in  an  Irish  case,  Kelly  v.  Jaekson,  13  Ir. 
Eq.  Bep.  129,  the  solicitor  (defendant)  charged  to  be  party  to  a  fraud,  and 
held  by  his  form  of  pleading  to  have  admitted  it,  was  held  bound  to  answer 
interrogatories  asking  whether  he  was  a  party  to  the  fraud  and  as  to  pre- 
paring and  submitting  a  case  to  counsel  and  whose  it  was,  for,  p.  140,  the 
discovery  sought  was  as  to  his  own  fraudulent  acts  and  not  as  to  anything 
communicated  by  his  client. 

In  Rmaell  v.  Jacksoriy  9  Ha.  pp.  392 — 393  it  was  suggested 
by  Turner,  V.  C.  that  the  privilege  would  not  attach  to  com- 
munications for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  an  illegal  pur- 
pose such  as  a  secret  illegal  trust :  and  see  antey  p.  335  as  to 
communications  relating  to  a  secret  trust.  But  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  another  suggestion  of  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
p.  392,  in  that  case  is  not  too  sweeping,  namely  that  privilege 
would  fail  to  attach  where  the  solicitor  was  advising  his  dient 
as  to  the  means  of  evading  the  law  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
just  as  little  a  part  of  a  solicitor's  duty  as  the  contriving  of  a 
fraud :  but  see  poat^  as  to  a  criminal  act. 

Where  the  case  is  not  one  of  private  fraud  but  a  criminal 
act  the  privilege  may  fail  though  the  attorney  is  not  in  any 
sense  a  party  to  it  (certainly  on  a  criminal  prosecution  of  the 
client  therefor,  and  qu.  whether  not  also  in  a  civil  suit,  see 
post) ;  unless  the  communication  be  one  made  for  the  purpose 
of  the  client's  defence  to  the  prosecution,  in  which  case  of 
course  it  is  protected :  see  Phill.  Evid.  p.  118. 

In  B.  V.  Cox  and  EailUm  (see  ante^  p.  353],  a  prosecution  for  conspiraoy  to 
commit  a  fraud,  it  was  held  that  liie  attorney  8  evidence,  to  the  effect  that 
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the  defendants  consulted  him  how  they  xnig^ht  oommit  the  fraad,  and  whether 
a  bill  of  sale  would  be  yalid,  was  rightly  admitted. 

See  also  a  question  put  in  Shellard  y.  Harris,  ante,  p.  354. 

See  also  Btusell  y.  Jackson,  anU. 

The  following  passage  from  the  argument  in  Annealey  y.  Anglesea,  17  How. 
State  Trials,  p.  1229  (and  see  also  pp.  1241—1242),  is  directed  to  this  point, 
and  see  also  Tayl.  Eyid.  p.  788.  '*  If  he  is  employed  as  an  attorney  in  any 
unlawful  or  wicked  act  which  came  to  his  knowledge  as  attorney  his  duty 
to  the  public  obligees  him  to  disclose  it ;  no  priyate  obligations  can  dispense 
with  that  uniyersal  one  which  lies  on  eyery  member  of  society  to  disooyer 
eyery  design  which  may  be  formed  contrary  to  the  laws  of  society  to  destroy 
the  public  welfare."  This  passage  is  quoted  with  approyal  by  Loid 
Hatherley  in  Oartside  y.  Outram,  26  L.  J.  Oh.  p.  115  :  the  decision  howeyer 
in  Annealey  y.  Angleseay  rested  on  the  ground  that  the  communication  by  the 
client  to  the  solicitor  (to  the  effect  that  he  would  giye  a  larg^  sum  to  haye 
the  prisoner  hanged)  was  not  necessary  for  the  carrying  on  of  the  leg^L 
business,  as  to  which  point  Bee  post,  p.  441. 

An  admission  by  a  party  to  his  solicitor  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  a 
matrimonial  offence  was  held  priyileged  in  proceeding^  (the  Queen's  proctor 
intenrening)  in  the  Diyorce  Court  as  being  ciyil  proceedings :  Branford  y. 
Branford,  4  P.  D.  72. 

In  Phill.  Eyid.  pp.  118—123,  the  learned  author  discusses  the  question 
how  far  in  criminal  cases  the  attorney  must  disclose  information  or  docu- 
ments in  his  possession  obtained  by  him  without  reference  to  the  prisoner's 
defence.  And  the  conclusion  which  he  supports  but  admits  to  be  doubtful 
(and  see  Tayl.  Eyid.  781 :  Taylor  y.  Sheppard,  1  Y.  &  0.  p.  282:  but  see  B.  y. 
JJixon,  3  Burr.  1687* :  where  priyilege  was  allowed)  is  that  where  the  in- 
formation or  docimient  has  been  disclosed  or  entrusted  to  him  in  professional 
confidence  the  priyilege  obtains ;  but  see  B.  y.  Brown,  9  Cox,  281 :  and  B.  y. 
Cox  and  Bailton,  ante.  The  following  cases  are  referred  to  in  connection  with 
this  question:  B.  y.  Avery,  8  C.  &  P.  696 :  B.  y.  Farley,  2  C.  &  K.  313 :  B. 
y.  Jlaytoard,  ibid,  234 :  and  B.  y.  Hawkins,  ibid.  823  (all  cited  post,  pp.  377, 
440,  but  not  turning  on  the  point) :  B.  y.  Tilney,  18  L.  J.  Mag.  Ga.  36 :  B, 
y.  Smith,  They  were  prosecutions  for  forgery  and  the  question  was  whether 
the  attorney  to  whom  the  prisoner  had  shown  or  entrusted  the  forgped  docu- 
ment should  be  permitted  to  giye  evidence  to  that  effect  or  produce  it.  In 
B.  y.  Tilney,  p.  38,  Wilde,  G.  J.  said  in  reference  to  a  suggestion  of  Denman, 
G.  J.  that  if  a  forged  and  false  instrument  were  given  to  an  attorney  he 
should  take  it  to  the  magfistrate,  **  1  apprehend  the  magistrate  would  not 
receive  it"  :  B.  y.  Smith  is  reported  in  Phill.  Evid.  p.  119,  and  supports  the 
author's  conclusion :  and  though  disapproyed  by  Patteson,  J.  in  B.  y.  Avery 
was  ultimately  approyed  by  the  same  judge  in  B,  y.  Tilney. 


III.  The  Pe)*8on8  within  the  Privilege. 

The  privilege  covers  any  legal  professional  adviser :  whe- 
ther  counsel:    Rothwell  v.   King    Spencet*  v.   Luttrell  and 


*  In  B.  y.  Dixon  the  documents  in  question  were  youchers  produced  by 
the  plaintiff  in  chambers  and  returned  to  his  attorney ;  and  the  court  refused 
to  order  tiie  attorney  to  produce  them  under  a  subp.  due.  tec.  at  the  trial  of 
the  plaintiff  for  forgery  considering  them  as  documents  communicated  to  him 
in  confidence  and  that  on  being  served  with  the  subp.  he  ought  to  have  de- 
liyered  them  up  to  his  client,  see  ante,  p.  44,  as  to  this. 
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Stanhope  v.  Notty  2  Sw.  221,  n. :  Waldron  v.  Ward,  Skyl.  449: 
including  conveyancing  counsel :  Knight  v.  Waterford,  2  Y.  & 
C.  p.  39 :  Phillips,  Evid.  I.  p.  110 :  though  a  merely  licensed 
conveyancer  seems  in  early  times  to  have  been  excluded: 
Vailhant  v.  Bodeineady  2  Atk.  p.  524 :  Ttirquand  v.  Wilsoriy  2 
M.  &  W.  p.  100 :  Phillips,  Evid.  I.  p.  110 :  or  attorney  or 
solicitor :  Ihiffin  v.  Smithy  1  Peake,  146  :  Fountain  v.  Toung^ 
5  Esp.  113 :  Cromach  v.  Heathcote,  2  Brod.  &  B.  4 :  Wilson 
V.  Rastally  4  T.  E.  p.  758 :  Anon.  Skinner,  404 :  oud  see 
generally  Phillips,  Evid.  I.  pp.  106 — 107 :  Anon.  Skinner : 
and  Cutis  v.  Pickering,  1  Ventris,  197  (see  ante,  p.  306,  and 
post,  p.  376,  as  to  a  scrivener) :  also  the  clerk  (acting  as  such) 
of  the  attorney  or  solicitor :  Chant  v.  Brown,  9  Ha.  p.  794 ; 
Studdy  V.  Sanders,  2  D.  &  E.  347 :  Taylor  v.  Foster,  2  C.  &  P. 
195 :  Mills  v.  Oddy,  6  C.  &  P.  p.  731 :  R.  v.  Upper  Bodington, 
8  D.  &  E.  p.  732 :  Bowman  v.  Norton,  5  C.  &  P.  177 :  or  of 
a  barrister :  Foote  v.  Haynes,  1  0.  &  P.  545 :  Taylor,  Evid.  I. 
p.  774 :  generally  any  legal  agent :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  9  App. 
Cas.  p.  86. 

But  no  other  person :  not  an  unprofessional  agent :  Kerr 
V.  Gillespie,  7  Beav.  572 :  Slade  v.  Tucker,  14  Ch.  D.  p.  827 : 
unless  acting  as  agent  for  the  solicitor  under  the  circumstances 
discussed  jE?o«^,  p.  401 :  and  see  Parkins  v.  Hawkshaw,  2  Stark. 
239 :  Slade  v.  Tucker :  not  a  poursuivant  of  the  Herald's 
College:  Slade  v.  Tucker:  not  the  various  other  persons 
standing  in  some  confidential  relationship  referred  to  ante, 
p.  302. 

It  covers  a  person  consulted  under  the  mistaken  impression 
that  he  was  an  attorney,  whether  having  ceased  to  practise, 
or  not  having  taken  out  a  certificate  being  qualified  to  do  so : 
Calley  v.  Richards,  19  Beav.  p.  404,  disapproving  Fountain  v. 
Foung,  6  Esp.  113 :  and  see  Phill.  Evid.  I.  p.  107. 
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Part  II. 

THE  CLIENT. 

The  consideratioiis  applicable  to  the  subject  differ  mate- 
rially according  as  the  client  or  the  professional  legal  adviser 
is  the  person  of  whom  the  discovery  is  required.  But  although 
this  is  so,  many  of  the  cases  discussed  in  Part  III.  in  con- 
nection with  the  position  of  the  professional  legal  adviser 
have  a  very  considerable  bearing  on  questions  affecting  the 
extent  of  the  privilege  which  can  be  claimed  by  the  client. 


I.  The  Privilege  attaching  to  the  Clienfs  knowledge  information 
and  belief  where  derived  from  or  contained  in  Privileged 
Communications. 

The  professional  adviser  is  not  bound  (or  even  permitted, 
see  post^  p.  426)  to  discover  his  knowledge  information  or 
beUef  on  the  matters  in  question  where  such  knowledge  in- 
formation or  beUef  has  been  derived  from  privileged  com- 
munications. 

No  such  general  proposition  can  be  affirmed  vrith  respect  to 
the  client. 

The  client  is  bound  to  discover  all  he  knows  believes  and 
thinks  respecting  his  case :  Greenough  v.  Oaskell,  1  M.  &  K. 
p.  101.  He  is  protected  no  doubt  from  discovering  what  it 
was  that  he  said  or  wrote  to  his  professional  adviser,  or  what 
it  was  that  his  professional  adviser  said  or  wrote  to  him, 
or  what  it  was  that  he  or  any  one  else  said  or  wrote  under 
privileged  circumstances. 

Further  he  cannot  protect  himself  from  answering  an  in- 
terrogatory inquiring  into  his  knowledge  information  and 
belief  on  any  matter  merely  because  he  has  communicated  it 
to  his  professional  adviser.  "  Tou  can  of  course  extract  from 
the  client  everything  that  he  knows :  the  circumstance  that 
he  has  communicated  it  to  his  solicitor  is  not  a  reason  for 
refusing  this  kind  of  discovery"  :  Kindersley,  V.  C.  in  Manser 
V.  Dixj  1  K.  &  J.  p.  454.     "  A  party  liable  to  give  discovery 
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at  the  suit  of  another  cannot  by  commnnioating  the  matter 
of  such  discovery  to  his  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
advice  on  the  ground  of  that  communication  only  excuse 
himself  from  giving  the  discovery  which  otherwise  he  woxdd 
have  been  bound  to  give" :  Wigram,  V.  C.  in  Chant  v.  Brown^ 
7  Ha.  p.  86. 

The  question  is  how  far  he  can  avoid  such  disclosure  where 
the  sole  knowledge  information  and  belief  which  he  possesses 
thereon  has  been  derived  from  privileged  communications 
from  his  professional  adviser  to  himself  or  from  any  person 
to  himself  or  to  his  professional  adviser.  The  point  was  dis- 
cussed in  a  recent  caae  of  Kennedy  v.  Lyell^  23  Ch.  D.  387 : 
9  App.  Ca.  81 :  and  also  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy ^  post,  p.  362. 
The  case  is  cited  at  some  length  as  the  point  is  one  of  some 
difiSculty  and  it  is  the  only  decision  directly  bearing  on  it. 
Other  cases  are  referred  to  posty  p.  363,  as  having  an  indirect 
bearing  on  it.  See  also  Pavitt  v.  North  MetropolUany  8fc.  Co. 
and  Gort  v.  Jiowney,  post,  p.  364. 

L.  brought  a]}  action  against  K.  to  recover  possession  of  real  estates  for- 
merly belonging  to  A.  D.  who  had  died  intestate,  li.'s  title  being  under  a 
conveyance  from  persons  alleged  to  be  co-heiresses  of  A.  D. :  K.  brought  an 
action  againiit  L.  for  penalties  under  32  Hen.  8,  c.  9,  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  bought  a  pretended  title.  In  this  second  action  L.  interrogated  K.  to 
the  foUowing  eifect :  (3)  Whether  it  was  not  true  according  to  the  best  of 
his  knowledge  information  and  belief  that  one  of  the  co -heiresses  was  at  a 
certain  date  and  during  a  certain  period  a  married  woman,  whether  he  or 
his  agents  had  any  aud  what  knowledge  or  information  of  such  matters  and 
whether  he  believed  such  information  to  be  true :  (31)  Whether  he  had  not 
caused  searches  and  inquiries  to  be  made  as  to  certain  matters  (being  details 
of  the  defendant's  pedigree  as  alleged  in  his  defence),  and  whether  and 
when  and  what  information  he  had  received  thereon,  and  whether  he 
believed  it  to  be  true,  and  to  set  forth  a  f uU  account  of  such  matters  accord- 
ing to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  information  and  belief.  K.  objected  to 
answer  (3)  as  being  irrelevant  and  not  bond  fide,  and  as  to  (31)  he  said, 
'*  such  of  the  searches  and  inquiries  referred  to  as  were  actually  made  by  me 
were  made  aud  prosecuted  by  my  solicitors  or  confidential  agents  instructed 
by  them  and  were  made  and  prosecuted  for  the  purposes  of  and  with  a  view 
to  the  defence  of  my  title  against  such  claims  (being  certain  claims  to  the 
property  made  against  him)  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  legal  advice 
in  contemplation  of  litigation  in  respect  of  the  property,"  and  under  the 
circumstances  objected  to  answer  further.  He  was  ordered  to  put  in  a 
further  answer  to  (3)  as  being  clearly  material  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  raised  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  (31)  except  as  to 
the  sources  of  information,  (or,  according  to  Baggallay,  L.  J.  p.  398,  the 
answer  was  held  sufficient  as  regards  the  searches  and  inquiries  but  insuffi- 
cient as  not  meeting  the  various  other  questions  of  fact  or  partly  of  fact  and 
law),  Jessel,  M.  R.  saying  (see  as  to  this  post,  Ch.  III.  Pt.  III.)  that  he  was 
bound  to  answer  as  to  the  nature  of  his  possession,  as  to  the  pedigree  so  far  as 
he  knew  it,  and  as  to  the  representations  which  he  had  made  to  other  people, 
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eyerythinff  in  faot  which  would  tend  to  show  that  the  defendant's  title  was 
a  good  title  and  not  a  pretence  title.  K.  put  in  a  further  answer  to  (3)  and 
(31)  to  the  following  effect:— **  A.  D.  died  at  B.  on  the  6th  Noveraher  1867 
without  ever  having  been  married  and  I  believe  that  she  was  the  daughter 
of  D.  D.  Except  as  aforesaid  I  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  any  of  the 
matters  inquired  after.  Such  information  as  I  have  received  in  respect  of 
the  said  matters  other  than  as  aforesaid  has  been  derived  by  me  from  infor- 
mation procured  by  my  solicitors  or  their  agents  in  and  for  the  purpose  of 
defending  my  title  to  the  property,"  and  objected  to  answer  further. 

On  pp.  403 — 403,  Cotton,  L.  J.  points  out  what  was  the  real  question  for 
their  decision :  not  that  is  to  say  whether  if  the  reports  or  verbal  commu- 
nications of  the  result  of  the  solicitor's  inquiries  had  been  handed  or  made 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  solicitor  they  would  have  been  protected,  for  it  was 
admitted  that  they  would  have  been  protected  (as  to  this  see  po»t^  p.  396), 
but  whether  the  plaintiff  could  be  required  to  answer  as  to  facts  which  he 
Imew  only  from  those  reports  or  oonununications.*  So  Lord  Selbome  is 
reported,  at  p.  401,  to  have  put  the  point  on  another  occasion :  '*  You  cannot 
require  him  to  put  into  the  hands  of  his  adversary  anything  which  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  privileged  oommimioation,  but  the  question  is  whether  you  may 
or  may  not  ask  him  as  to  the  state  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  which  may 
be  obtained  upon  interrogatories.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  cases 
which  relate  to  the  confidential  conmiunications  themselves  necessarily 
govern  that  question." 

The  following  extract  from  the  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  on  pp.  407 — 408 
sets  forth  the  ground  of  his  own  decision  though  qu.  (see  jw«/,  p.  361 ) whether 
it  was  that  of  the  decision  of  Baggallay,  L. «!. :  **  I  have  come  to  the  oonclu- 
aion,  and  I  understand  Lord  Justice  baggallay  to  be  of  the  same  opinion, 
that  these  interrogatories  are  not  questions  as  to  any  fact  patent  to  the  senses 
— anyiliing  which  could  be  seen  with  the  eyes  or  neard  with  the  ears.  Of 
course  the  information  leceived  by  the  solicitor  is  in  a  sense  a  fact  heard  by 
the  ears :  but  the  question  is  whether  the  client  is  bound  to  communif^te  to 
the  other  side  the  result  of  the  inquiries  made  by  his  solicitor.  The  informa- 
tion which  a  solicitor  employed  to  obtain  materials  for  his  client's  defence 
communicates  to  the  client  is  privileged  if  it  is  not  merely  the  statement  of  a 
fact  patent  to  the  senses  but  is  the  result  of  the  solicitor's  mind  working  upon 
and  acting  as  professional  adviser  with  reference  to  facts  which  he  has  seen 
or  heard  of.  Here  the  questions  are  not  of  this  kind — whether  there  is  in 
such  a  churchyard  a  tomb  with  such  an  inscription — whether  there  is  in  such 
a  parish  book  an  entry  of  such  a  marriage  or  such  a  death."  (See  also  a 
passage  in  the  judgment  in  Lonsdale  v.  Heaton,  Younge,  p.  78,  referred  to 
poatf  p.  437 :  but  see  postf  p.  362,  as  to  the  views  taken  in  the  Honse  of  Lords 
on  this  point).  **  Those  are  inquiries  which  the  solicitor  or  client  might  be 
bound  to  answer :  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  now  whether  they  would, 
though  some  of  the  cases  referred  to  certainly  go  that  length."  (See  the 
yarious  cases  discussed  ^«^,  p.  436  to  p.  440).  **The  questions  here  are  of 
this  kind  *  Were  not  A.  and  B.  co-heiresses  of  M.  ?  Was  not  C.  the  last  lawful 
descendant  of  K.  P'  and  so  forth — all  questions  not  as  to  facts  patent  to  the 
senses  but  as  to  the  probable  results  and  inferences  of  and  from  facts  patent 
to  the  senses  (and  see  the  same  judge  in  Zi/ell  v.  Kennedy,  cited  jvo«^,  p.  392, 
'  results  or  deductions  drawn  by  the  legal  advisers  from  the  facts  relating  to 
the  pedigree  which  came  to  their  knowledge ').  Having  regard  to  the  way 
in  which  the  solicitor  was  employed  on  behalf  of  his  client  for  the  purpose  of 


*  It  may  be  noted  that  he  relies  upon  the  distinction  between  answering 
such  questions  and  diHclosing  the  reports  as  a  whole,  that  the  reports  as  a 
whole  would  be  certain  to  contain  confidential  advice  and  inferences  drawn 
by  the  solicitor.  As  to  whether  in  any  cases  it  is  necessary  to  distinguish 
between  different  portions  of  a  document  on  grounds  of  this  Idnd  see  post. 
p.  372. 
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proteotmg  his  inierestB  and  obtaixung*  eyideDoe  for  his  defence,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  client  is  not  bound  to  disclose  any  infonnation  given  him 
l^  his  solicitor  as  to  the  inferences  drawn  by  him  or  as  to  the  effect  on  his 
mind  of  what  he  has  seen  or  heard  any  more  than  he  would  be  bound  to 
produce  as  a  whole  the  confidential  reports  made  to  him  whether  in  writing 
or  verbally  by  his  solicitor  as  to  the  result  ot  the  inquiries  which  the  solicitor 
has  made/'  In  this  respect  Baggallay,  L.  J.  takes  the  same  line,  considering 
that  if  the  questions  had  been  as  to  mere  matters  of  fact  the  plaintiff  would 
be  bound  to  answer  though  he  only  learnt  the  fact  from  his  solicitor  who 
had  discovered  it  while  seeking  evidence  for  his  defence,  but  that  noue  of 
these  interrogatories  were  interrogatories  upon  mere  matters  of  fact ;  each  of 
them  involving  either  a  single  matter  of  fact  taken  in  oonueotion  with  other 
matters  of  fact  derived  from  other  sources,  or  a  matter  of  fact  in  connection 
with  an  inference  of  law.  And  he  gives  the  following  illustration.  **  Is 
there  not  a  tombstone  in  the  churchyard  at  Perth  to  the  memory  of  G.  D.  P  " 
That  is  a  question  as  to  a  mere  matter  of  fact.  But  if  for  ^'  G.  D."  is  put 
'*  the  said  G.  D.,''  it  is  not  such  a  question,  for  it  involves  the  further  ques- 
tion whether  the  person  named  on  the  stone  is  the  same  person  as  the  person 
who  is  the  subject  of  the  interrogatory.  Qu.  whether  by  the  expression 
'*  mere  matters  of  fact  **  Baggallay,  L.  J.  intended  to  cover  any  wider  ground 
than  that  covered  by  the  expression  used  by  Cottou,  L.  J.  '*  facte  pateut  to 
the  senses,"  which  is  limited  to  such  facts  as  the  legal  adviser  would  be 
bound  to  disclose,  as  to  which  see  post,  p.  436.  As  to  the  analogy  suggested, 
pp.  395,  406,  between  the  disclosure  of  facts  ancl  the  production  of  docu- 
ments and  copies  previously  in  existence  see  post. 

The  judgments  of  Cotton  and  Baggallay,  LL.J.  seem  however  to  some 
extent  at  all  events  to  run  on  different  lines.  That  of  Cotton,  I^  J.  (and 
see  the  same  judg^  in  Lf^ell  v.  Kennedy,  post)  would  seem  to  be  based  on  the 
view  that  the  information  acquires  a  special  character  as  being  the  result  of 
the  application  of  the  solicitor's  mind  and  skill  to  his  client's  case,  and  from 
this  point  of  view  tiiere  would  seem  to  be  a  strong  analogy  between  a  dis- 
closure of  this  nature  and  the  production  of  documents,  and  copies  of  docu- 
ments previously  in  existence  but  obtained  and  made  by  or  by  the  direction 
of  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  his  client's  case ;  for  except  in  the  instance 
of  the  disclosure  of  a  pateut  fact  in  the  one  case,  and  the  production  of  a  par- 
ticular document  in  the  other  case  (see  post,  p.  436,  and  post,  p.  394,  refer- 
ring to  the  criticisms  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  on  Balguy  v.  Broadhurst)  the  disclosure 
cannot  be  made  or  the  documents  produced  without  discovering  the  view 
taken  or  advice  given  by  the  solicitor  (see  post,  p.  392,  as  to  this  point  in 
connection  with  the  production  of  such  documeuts) :  from  this  point  of  view 
also  the  privilege  might  (but  see  post  referring  to  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  as  regards 
the  solicitor's  ageuts)  attach  equally  whether  the  infonnation  has  been 
obtained  in  view  of  litigation  or  not  i^&epost,  p.  392  as  to  this  point  in  con- 
nection with  the  production  of  such  documents),  while  it  might  fail  to  attach 
(see  also  the  same  judge  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  post,  and  post,  p.  392)  where  it 
had  been  obtained  independently  by  the  client  as  materials  for  evidence 
(assuming  that  such  materials  when  procured  by  the  client  otherwise  than 
by  the  solicitor's  direction  are  privileged,  as  to  which  see  post,  p.  410),  or  in 
fact  otherwise  than  under  the  solicitor's  direction  even  if  for  the  purpose  of 
communication  to  him  (and  see  also,  referring  to  a  suggestion  in  Hooper  v. 
Gumm,  post,  p.  424),  though  the  documents  which  have  come  into  existence 
for  the  purpose  of  such  communication  are  protected,  see  post,  pp.  390,  415. 
That  of  Baggallay,  L.  J.  on  the  other  hand  (see  p.  400)  would  seem  to  be 
partly  based  on  the  view  that  the  information  came  within  the  description 
of  evidence  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  litigation  and  therefore  privileged 
according  to  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant ;  according  to  this  view  the  privilege 
would  not  attach  where  the  information  was  not  obtained  for  the  purpose  of 
litigation :  see  post,  p.  401,  referring  to  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant :  and  see 
generally  in  this  connection  a  passage  in  the  judgment  of  TVigram,  V.  C.  in 
Llewellyn  v.  Baddeley,  referred  to  post,  p.  411.  These  views  may  however 
quite  well  stand  together. 
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The  point  again  oame  before  the  Conrt  of  Appeal  (Cotton,  Bowen,  Fry, 
LL.J.)  in  the  cross  aotion  of  LyeU  v.  Kennedy  (cited  posty  p.  392) :  the  form 
in  which  the  protection  was  there  claimed  was  rather  fuller,  his  only  infor- 
mation being  said  to  be  derived  from  information  of  a  confidential  nature 
procured  by  his  solicitors  or  ag^ts  for  the  purpose  of  his  defence  against  the 
aforesaid  claims  (he  having  in  another  part  of  his  answer  said  that  he  had 
caused  inquiries  to  be  made  under  threats  of  and  in  contemplation  of  imme- 
diate litigation  on  the  part  of  persons  claiming  to  be  heirs  of  A.  D.)  and  in 
defence  of  his  title  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  and  counsel  to  advise 
him  and  conduct  his  defence  against  the  aforesaid  claims.  A  further  answer 
was  ordered  in  reference  to  the  expression  '*  solicitors  or  agents'' ;  for  if  a 
man  does  not  employ  a  solicitor  he  cannot  protect  that  which  if  he  had  em- 
ployed a  solicitor  would  be  protected  (see  further  as  to  ihiapoat,  p.  392),  that 
the  reason  of  the  privilege  was  to  enable  the  legal  adviser  of  a  person 
involved  in  litigation  to  make  a  sufficient  investigation  and  so  obtain  the 
fullest  means  of  ascertaining  what  advice  he  should  give,  without  those 
searches  communications  responses  being  pryed  into,  that  the  privilege  was 
confined  to  that  which  was  communicated  to  or  by  the  client  to  or  by  the 
solicitors  or  the  agents  who  could  be  treated  properly  as  agents  of  the  soli- 
citors, and  therefore  a  further  affidavit  must  be  put  in  by  the  defendant 
stating  whether  they  were  his  agents  or  the  agents  of  the  solicitors  and  per- 
sons who  would  be  entitled  to  the  protection  given  to  solicitors,  and  neces- 
sarily of  course  to  the  agents  of  the  solicitors,  as  every  attorney's  clerk  nuiy 
be  said  to  be  {sic,  as  reported  in  the  Law  Times,  see  post,  p.  392).  See  post, 
p.  401,  as  to  the  necessity  of  restricting  the  meaning  of  the  term  '^  agents" 
where  the  matter  has  no  reference  to  litigation. 

In  the  House  of  Lords  in  Kennedy  v.  LyeU  {ante,  p.  359)  the  question  seems 
to  have  been  presented  in  rather  a  different  form.  Lord  Blackburn,  at  p.  86, 
after  pointing  out  that  it  was  undisputed  that  the  brief  itself  was  privileged 
says,  **  But  then  it  is  argued  that  though  this  is  so  you  may,  as  has  been 
repeatedly  said,  search  the  conscience  of  the  party  by  inquiring  as  to  his  in- 
formation and  belief  from  whence  soever  derived,  and  that  it  consequently 
follows  from  that  (this  I  think  is  the  argument  that  was  put)  that  although 
a  brief  has  been  refused,  and  it  has  been  said,  *  You  must  not  inspect  that 
brief,'  you  are  nevertheless  entitled  to  ask  the  party  himself,  *  Did  not  you 
read  the  brief,  and  when  you  had  read  it  what  was  your  belief  derived  from 
reading  that  brief?'  That  was  I  think  the  position  taken."  So  Lord 
Bramwell  at  p.  93  says,  ^'The  questions  really  put  to  the  plaintiff  are  the 
following:  'What  are  your  knowledge,  information  and  belief,'  upon  such 
and  such  matters  ?  The  plaintiff  says,  *  Personal  knowledge  I  have  none ; 
information  I  have  none  except  that  which  has  been  derived  from  privileged 
and  confidential  communications  from  my  solicitor ; '  therefore  belief  he  can 
have  none  except  that  which  is  fomided  upon  that  information.  Now  how 
can  it  possibly  be  held  that  not  being  bound  to  g^ve  the  information  he  is 
nevertheless  bound  to  state  his  belief  which  is  founded  upon  it  ?  "  And  tho 
conclusion  arrived  at  was  that  the  brief  or  information  being  privileged,  the 
belief  founded  on  that  brief  or  information  was  also  privileged :  see  pp.  87| 
93 :  per  Lord  Watson  at  pp.  91—92,  that  such  a  belief  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
mere  speculative  opinion,  and  not  such  a  belief  as  litigants  entertaining  it 
could  be  compelled  to  state,  that  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  a  party  to  state 
his  belief  without  divulging  the  information,  and  that  (see  ante,  p.  128) 
where  a  party  was  under  legal  obligation  to  state  his  belief,  he  must  state 
the  grounds  of  it :  "per  Lord  Bramwell,  at  pp.  93 — 94,  that  (see  ante,  p.  118)  a 
party  was  entitled  to  state  the  reasons  for  his  belief,  and  therefore  if  he  were 
compelled  to  state  his  belief  founded  upon  privileged  information,  he  would 
be  deprived  of  that  right  unless  he  waived  the  privilege. 

As  to  the  excepting  from  this  rule  questions  relating  to  mere  matters  of 
fact  (see  ante,  p.  360)  Lord  Bramwell  at  pp.  93 — 94  seems  to  have  doubted, 
thinking  that  even  to  a  question  asking  <^What  is  your  information  and 
belief  as  to  there  being  a  tombstone  in  a  certain  churchyard  with  a  certain 
inscription  on  it  ?  "  tho  party  might  wish  to  say,  **  I  have  been  told,  but  I 
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may  have  been  miaiiifonned."  Lord  Blaokbani  seems  to  hare  oonsidered 
that  the  party  would  have  been  bound  to  answer  anything  whioh  pointed  to 
the  fact  that  his  attorney  had  found  a  pedigree  stating  who  were  the  next 
heirs:  see  also  his  observations  on  p.  87:  and  those  of  Lord  Watson  on 
pp.  90 — 91  as  to  a  belief  constituting  personal  knowledge.  Beference  may  be 
made  to  interrogatories  of  a  somewhat  similar  kind  and  the  answers  thereto 
in  JFood  v.  Siiehifu,  3  Beav:  604. 

In  some  earlier  oases  there  are  dicta  which  at  first  sight 
might  seem  to  bear  upon  the  point  now  under  consideration, 
but  in  every  case  the  mind  of  the  judge  seems  to  have  been 
directed  only  to  the  disclosure  of  the  actual  communications 
and  not  the  disclosure  of  particular  facts  happening  to  be 
contained  therein  in  answer  to  interrogatories. 

In  Churton  v.  Frewefiy  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  p.  392,  Kindersley,  V.  C.  obf»erve8  that 
the  general  principle  is  that  what  a  party  to  a  suit  knows  respecting  the 
matter  in  dispute  his  adversary  has  a  right  to  know,  but  that  if  this  principle 
were  carried  to  its  extreme  consequence  and  he  were  compellable  to  produce 
oommunications  made  to  him  by  his  solicitor  free  intercourse  between  a  party 
and  his  solicitor  would  be  prevented. 

In  Fearae  v.  Fearae,  1  D.  G.  &  Sm.  p.  26,  Knight -Bruce,  Y.  C.  observes 
that  the  client  is  or  may  be  compellable  to  disclose  all  that  before  he  con- 
sulted the  counsel  or  solicitor  he  knew  believed  or  had  seen  or  heard,  but  he 
deals  subsequently  only  with  the  question  of  disclosing  the  actual  communi- 
cation. 

Mr.  Hare,  in  Hare  on  Discovery,  pp.  174 — 175,  observes  that  where  the 
interrogatories  are  addressed  to  the  client  he  cannot  avoid  answering  by 
merely  showing  that  the  facte  exist  in  the  shape  of  communications  to  or 
from  his  professional  advisers  but  that  he  must  bring  them  within  a  much 
narrower  groimd  of  protection.  But  he  seems  only  to  have  intended  to  refer 
to  the  distinction  then  (see  postf  p.  368)  existing  between  the  position  of  the 
client  and  the  professional  adviser. 

Beference  may  also  be  made  to  a  passagpe  in  Lord  Brougham's  judgment 
in  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool^  1  M.  &  K.  p.  94. 

In  Greenlaw  v.  King^  1  Beav.  pp.  143 — 144,  Lord  Langdale  observes  as 
foUows:  ^^The  general  rule  of  the  court  is  no  doubt  that  what  the  defen- 
dant knows  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
know  also,  and  for  &is  very  purpose  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  suppres- 
sing within  his  own  breast  the  matters  material  to  the  determination  of  the 
question  between  the  parties.  A  defendant  may  resist  a  just  demand 
knowing  from  circumstances  solely  within  his  own  knowledgpe  such  resist- 
ance on  his  part  to  be  unjust :  this  would  be  a  fraud  and  could  only  be  pre- 
vented by  a  discovery.*'  And  so  as  to  the  plaintiff.  **  But  there  are  ex- 
ceptions to  the  general  rule,  and  one  is  where  knowledge  of  the  fact  has 
been  communicated  between  the  party  and  his  solicitor,  and  it  has  been 
argued  that  in  every  case  in  which  a  solicitor  is  bound  to  conceal  his  know- 
ledge the  client  himself  ought  to  be  protected  from  making  such  discovery. 
I  do  not  accede  to  that  proposition.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  it  would 
be  contrary  to  the  duty  of  a  solicitor  to  disclose  facts  of  which  upon  a  bill 
being  filed  in  this  court  the  client  would  be  bound  to  make  a  discovery :  this 
shows  that  the  two  propositions  are  not  co-extensive :  the  solicitor  may  not 
be  bound  or  not  permitted  to  disclose  matters  whioh  come  to  his  knowledge 
as  a  solicitor.  It  is  decided  that  if  the  knowledge  be  obtained  through  his 
solicitor  there  may  be  a  protection :  but  in  this  case  it  is  apparent  that  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant  has  not  come  to  him  through  his  solicitor." 

The  following  extract  from  the  judgment  of  Turner,  L.  J.  in  Bamed^a 
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Banking  Co.  L.  B.  2  Gh.  pp.  363—354,  may  perhaps  be  thought  to  bear  on 
the  point.  The  documents  in  question  had  been  prepared  by  the  official 
liquidators  for  their  guidance  in  making  calls,  &c.  '*  If  such  a  Dill  had  been 
filed  it  would  have  been  competent  to  the  alleged  shareholder  to  a^  the 
liquidator  all  or  most  of  the  questions  which  have  been  put  on  this  examina- 
tion as  to  the  grounds  on  which  he  had  come  to  the  conclusion  at  which  he 
has  arrived  aud  on  what  particular  materials.  I  do  not  see  how  he  could 
have  ref  ased  to  answer  such  questions  or  to  produce  such  materials,  unless 
the  matters  to  which  the  questions  relate  or  the  materials  had  passed  as  con- 
fidential communications  between  him  and  his  solicitor.  I  do  not  under- 
stand that  any  of  the  documents  in  question  are  said  by  the  appellants  to 
come  up  to  that.  It  \»  not  said  that  they  were  prepared  to  enable  the 
solicitor  to  frame  the  affidavit  or  for  any  other  purpose  which  would  bring 
the  answers  to  the  questions  within  the  authorities  as  to  confidential  com- 
munications between  solicitor  and  client.*' 

Where  the  information  is  the  information  of  the  party's 
agent,  and,  as  such,  information  which  he  is  bound  to  obtain 
if  required,  see  ante,  p.  138,  he  cannot  refuse  to  disclose  it  in 
answer  to  interrogatories  on  the  ground  that  it  has  already 
been  obtained  from  the  agent  by  the  soKcitor  or  by  his 
direction  as  materials  for  evidence :  see  Pavitt  v.  North,  8fc, 
Co.  post :  but  see  Oort  v.  Rowney,  post.  The  knowledge  of 
the  agent  is  the  knowledge  of  the  principal :  see  antCy  p.  138. 

In  Faviit  v.  North  Metropolitan  Tramways  Co.  W.  N.  83,  p.  100 :  48  L.  T. 
731,  an  action  by  the  conductor  of  an  omnibus  against  the  company  for 
negligence  in  running  into  him  with  the  pole  of  their  tramcar,  the  plaintiff 
interrogated  them  (by  their  secretary)  inter  alia  as  to  whether  he  did  not 
raise  his  hand  to  warn  the  driver  of  the  tramcar  to  stop  and  whether  the 
driver  did  not  see  such  warning.  The  secretary  in  his  answer  referred  to  a 
report  of  the  driver  disclosed  in  the  affidavit  oi  documents  but  which  con- 
tained no  information  on  this  point  and  added  that  certain  further  evidence 
had  been  collected  by  the  companj'-'s  solicitor  or  by  his  direction  with  a  view 
to  their  defence  and  that  save  as  aforesaid  he  had  received  no  information 
with  reference  to  the  said  accident  and  submitted  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
disclose  such  information.  It  was  held  that  a  party  was  bound  if  required 
to  obtain  any  information  in  the  pos^session  of  his  servants  or  agents  acquired 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  their  business ;  though  not  from  third  persons  (see 
ante^  p.  142),  and  that  here  it  was  the  company's  duty  to  make  all  necessary 
inquiries  of  the  driver  so  as  to  answer  the  interrogatories  and  that  they  did 
not  justify  their  refusal  because  the  evidence  had  been  obtained  by  their 
solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  their  defence. 

Gort  V.  Hoivnei/y  28  S.  J.  633,  was  an  action  by  the  owners  of  a  house  (No. 
12)  against  the  owners  of  an  adjoining  house  (No.  11)  for  injuries  to  No.  12, 
in  the  course  of  rebuilding  No  11,  and  in  breach  of  an  agreement  to  execute 
the  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  architect  and  surveyor,  the 
statement  of  claim  alleging  that  the  work  had  been  done  negligently  and  not  to 
such  satisfaction.  Interrogatories  were  administered  to  the  plaintiffs  asking 
in  what  respects  it  was  so  done  negligently  and  not  to  such  satisfaction,  and 
similarly  as  to  certain  allegations  in  reference  to  the  cracking  and  giving 
way  and  negligent  rebuilding  of  the  party-wall,  and  whether  the  wall  and 
No.  12  were  not  originally  badly  constructed.  The  plaintiffs  answered  **  We 
have  no  personal  knowledge  of  any  of  the  matters  inquired  after  by  the  said 
interrogatories.  Such  information  as  we  have  received  in  respect  of  the  said 
matters  has  been  derived  by  us  from  information  procured  by  our  solicitors 
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and  their  agents  in  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  litigation."  It  was 
held  that  the  answer  was  sufficient :  that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  to  be  presumed  (see  ante,  p.  141)  to  have  had  knowledge  of 
the  matters  inquired  after  whether  personally  or  through  their  agpents  or 
servantfl  preyious  to  and  independently  of  the  present  proceedings :  Uiat  any 
such  knowledge  was  distinctly  negaured  in  the  answer :  and  that  it  was 
gOTemed  by  Lyell  y.  Kennedy^  ante,  p.  359.  But  qu.  if  their  agents  had  the 
information ;  for  the  principle  is  that  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  Ib  the 
knowledge  of  the  principal,  see  ante;  and  they  only  negatived  personal 
knowledge. 

Generally  where  an  interrogatory  is  put  the  test  of  the 
suffleienoy  of  the  answer  is  not  whether  the  matter  enquired 
after  is  contained  in  a  privileged  document  but  rather  whether 
it  is  privileged  in  itself  independently  of  the  document  in 
wyohitmaY  be  contained. 


364.     To  precede  ^^Pavitt  v.  North,  ^c.  Co.'^ 

In  a  recent  case  London  and  Tilbury y  8fc,  Co.  v.  Kirky  51  L. 
T.  599,  the  defendants  being  asked  as  to  their  or  their  agents' 
knowledge,  information  and  belief,  and  answering  that  they 
had  no  information  beyond  what  appeared  in  certain  reports 
from  their  agents,  which  had  been  held  privileged,  the  Di- 
visional Court  held  the  answer  sufficient,  for  it  could  not  be 
answered  without  giving  the  contents  of  reports  which  had 
been  held  privileged:  but  qu.  see  ante:  also  note,  antey 
p.  139:  miposty  pp.  416,  417. 


But  insnl&^ienoy  is  not  a  ground  for  production.  If  a  defendant  says  '  *  I  can 
only  answer  to  the  same  effect  as  a  particular  letter  but  that  was  to  my 
soUcitor  and  I  decline  to  produce  it"  the  proper  course  is  to  except  to  the 
answer  given  by  reference  to  a  privileged  document,  ior  to  decline  to  produce 
it  is  to  give  no  answer.  If  the  document  is  withhdd  the  information  must 
be  given  or  the  answer  is  insufficient.''  And  then  after  distinguishing 
Melntosh  v.  G.  W,  22.  as  containing  an  offer  to  produce,  see  ante,  p.  266, 
Lord  Hatherley  says,  p.  706,  *'The  defendant  clearly  cannot  insist  on  the 
protection  given  to  certain  documents  to  relieve  herself  from  anawering 
fully." 
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II.  Whether  Pnvileged  Matter  loses  its  Privilege  hy  Communis 
cation  to  other  Persons,  Wliether  it  retains  its  Privilege 
in  ichatever  Document  it  may  he  found. 

The  mere  gratuitous  production  or  conununication  of  privi- 
leged matter  in  the  shape  of  a  copy  or  otherwise  to  some  other 
person  (not  the  adversary,  ^oQpost)  cannot  it  is  conceived  have 
the  effect  of  depriving  the  client  of  his  right  to  refuse  dis- 
covery of  it,  unless  the  production  or  communication  is  such 
as  altogether  to  deprive  it  of  its  confidential  {seepost,  p.  378) 
character :  it  may  perhaps  be  doubted  whether  the  person  to 
whom  the  production  or  communication  is  made  could  refuse 
discovery  either  by  way  of  answers  to  interrogatories,  or  by 
way  of  production  of  the  copy,  such  copy  being  his  own  sole 
property,  see  ante,  p.  206,  for  the  confidential  nature  of  the 
production  or  communication  to  himself  constitutes  no  objec- 
tion to  discovery,  see  ante,  p.  303.  See  as  perhaps  bearing 
on  this  point,  post,  p.  440,  as  to  production  of  documents  in 
court :  posty  pp.  433,  440,  as  to  communications  to  a  solicitor 
for  the  purpose  of  production  or  communication  to  other 
persons :  and  Enthaven  v.  Cobh,  discussed  post,  p.  871,  and 
ante,  p.  207,  where  a  copy  of  a  case  and  opinion  was  protected 
in  the  hands  of  the  person  to  whom  it  had  been  lent. 

But  it  might  be  that  a  document  communicating  to  another 
person  (not  the  adversary  and  not  a  person  on  behalf  of  whom 
the  opinion  has  been  taken)  the  effect  of  an  opinion  or  even  the 
opinion  itself  in  actual  terms  would  be  held  outside  the  privi- 
lege in  gome  cases.  It  might  perhaps  be  said  (see  ante,  p.  350, 
posty  p.  423,  and  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool ,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  95), 
that  there  is  no  necessity  for  any  such  communication  and 
therefore  the  document  should  not  be  protected.  In  a  recent 
casein  chambers  (ex  rel.)  a  master  compelled  production  of  a 
letter  of  this  kind.  On  the  other  hand  letters  in  themselves 
not  privileged  were  held  privileged  as  to  such  parts  as  con- 
tained legal  advice  or  opinion :  see  Glyn  v.  Caulfieldy  3  M.  &  Gr. 
p.  474 :  Walsingham  v.  Goodriche,  3  Ha.  p.  131 :  Manser  v. 
Dwr,  1  K.  &  J.  p.  454 :  Sankey  v.  Alexander,  Ir.  Rep.  8  Eq. 
p.  243 :  Preston  v.  Carr,  1  T.  &  J.  175  (where  a  case  for 
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opinion  was  held  unprotected  as  the  law  then  stood  except  so 
far  as  it  recited  a  previous  opinion)  :  and  see  post^  p.  369. 

The  question  (which  perhaps  bears  on  this  point)  whether 
where  an  attorney  confidentially  entrusted  with  a  document 
communicates  its  contents  to  or  suffers  another  person  to  take 
a  copy  the  secondary  evidence  may  be  admitted  is  discussed 
in  Phill.  Evid.  pp.  116 — 117.  The  learned  author  considers 
that  the  privilege  should  attach  in  such  a  case  and  insists  on 
the  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  case  where  a  docu- 
ment is  stolen  from  the  attorney  for  there  is  there  no  breach 
of  trust :  Fisher  v.  Hemming^  Leic.  Lent  Ass.  1809,  reported 
in  Phill.  Evid.  p.  116,  supports  this  view:  but  later  cases 
Lloyd  V.  Mosfytiy  10  M.  &  W.  481  and  Cleave  v.  JoneSy  21 
L.  J.  Ex.  106  :  7  Exch.  428,  are  the  other  way :  see  also 
Greenlaw  v.  King^  \  Beav.  p.  145,  referred  to  post^  p.  387. 

As  to  communications  between  co-plaintiffs  and  between 
co-defendants  seeposty  p.  422. 

It  may  very  well  be  that  the  privilege  would  be  lost  by  the 
commimication  of  privileged  matter  to  the  adversary  himself 
(see  post,  pp.  434,  435,  referring  to  Griffith  v.  Davies  and 
other  cases  as  to  communications  between  opposite  parties 
by  their  solicitors),  at  all  events  under  such  circumstances  as 
suggested  in  Carey  v.  Cuthbert,  Ir.  Eep.  6  Eq.  599,  p.  602, 
where  for  instance  the  party  communicates  a  case  and  opinion 
of  counsel  to  the  adversary  in  order  to  influence  his  judgment 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit  (see  also  post,  p.  384).  In  this 
production  was  refused,  a  copy  only  of  an  opinion  haviug 
been  shown,  and  not  the  case  and  opinion,  which  were  com- 
municated only  to  the  extent  of  the  contents  of  the  copy  and 
therefore  might  have  contained  other  matters. 
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m.  As  to  the  general  nature  of  Privileged  Communications 
passing  between  the  Client  and  the  professiofial  Legal 
Adviser  and  Communications  and  Documents  standing  on 
the  same  footing* 

Such  communications  are  privileged  whether  they  pass  in 
reference  to  expected  or  actual  litigation  or  not:  Minet  v. 
Morgan^  L.  E.  8  Oh.  361 :  Mostt/n  v.  West  Mostyn  Coal  Co. 
34  L.  T.  531 ;  whether  as  regards  the  conduct  of  litigation 
or  the  rights  to  property :  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Wheeler  v.  Le 
Marchani,  17  Ch.  D.  p.  682 :  and  see  Pearse  v.  Pearse,  1  D. 
Gr.  &  Sm.  p.  18  :  Herring  v.  Clohcry^  1  Ph.  p.  95 :  and 
Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  102,  referring  to  the 
solicitor's  privilege.  It  is  not  now  necessary  as  it  formeriy 
was  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  protection  that  the  com- 
munications should  be  made  either  during  or  relating  to  an 
actual  or  even  an  expected  litigation.  It  is  sufficient  that 
they  pass  as  professional  communications  in  a  professional 
capacity :  Kindersley,  V.  C.  in  Lawrence  v.  Campbell,  4  Dr. 
p.  490,  referred  to  and  approved  by  Lord  Selbome  in  Minet 
V.  Morgan^  p.  368  :  and  see  Eadie  v.  Addison,  31  W.  R.  360 : 
(see  the  judgment  of  James,  L.  J.  in  Original^  8fc,  Co.  v.  Moon, 
cited  J90s^,  p.  373,  which  seems  to  limit  somewhat  unduly  the 
broad  principle  laid  down  in  the  above  cases).  The  law  of 
the  court  did  not  at  once  reach  a  broad  and  reasonable  footing 
but  reached  it  by  successive  steps  foimded  upon  that  respect 
for  principle  which  usually  leads  the  court  aright :  Selbome, 
L.  C.  in  Minet  v.  Morgan,  p.  366. 

Up  to  comparatively  recent  times  the  privilege  was  a  matter  of  fact  f 
confined  (though  the  principle  was  sometimes  stated  in  a  manner  sufficiently 


*  Where  litigation  is  anticipated  or  where  a  dispute  has  arisen  the 
privilege  covers  considerably  wider  ground  than  where  it  is  not  so  :  docu- 
ments and  communications  which  are  privileged  only  where  Litigation  is 
anticipated  or  dispute  arisen  are  considered  poat^  Section  X.  By  documents 
and  communications  standing  on  the  same  footing  as  direct  communications 
between  solicitor  and  client  are  meant  documents  and  communications  which 
enjoy  the  same  measure  of  privilege :  these  are  considered  post.  Sections 
VIII.  and  IX. 

t  See  also  the  following  cases  as  to  the  law  at  that  period :  Walker  v. 
Wildmariy  6  Madd.  47:  Hughes  v.  Biddulph,  4  Buss.  190:  Vent  v.  Facy, 
ibid.  193:  Preston  v.  Carr,  1  Y.  &r  J.  176  :  Garland  v.  Scott^  3  Sim.  396: 
BolUm  Y.   Corp.  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  K.  88,  affirming  3  Sim.  467:  Nias  ▼. 
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wide  to  justify  an  extension :  see  Minet  v.  Morgan,  p.  36 7,  referring  to  Lord 
Gottenham  in  Jftas  v.  N.  ^  E.  H,  Co,  3  M.  &  C.  355,  p.  357,  and  Lord 
Lyndhurst  in  Herring  v.  Clobery,  1  Ph.  91,  pp.  94,  96:  and  see  Walker  v. 
JFildman,  6  Mad.  p.  48)  to  communications  passing  in  contemplation  of  and 
in  reference  to  litigation  whether  actually  commenced  or  which  was  expected 
and  afterwards  arose,  or  after  dispute  between  the  parties  followed  by 
litigation  but  not  in  contemplation  of  or  with  reference  to  that  litigation,  or 
on  the  subject-matter  in  question  after  or  in  contemplation  of  litigation  on 
the  same  subject  with  other  persons  with  the  view  of  asserting  the  same 
right,  and  was  never  extended  to  those  communications .  which  passed  in 
reference  to  the  yery  subject  in  respect  of  which  that  dispute  had  arisen,  but 
before  any  dispute  could  be  said  to  have  arisen :  Walsingham  v.  Goodrieke, 
3  Ha.  pp.  124 — 126 :  unless  they  were  opinions  of  counsel  (or  drafts  prepared 
by  counsel  as  containing  marginal  observations  or  alterations  which  were 
considered  to  fall  within  the  definition  of  legal  advice :  see  Manser  v.  Dtar, 
1  K.  &  J.  p.  454)  or  unless  and  to  the  extent  that  they  contained  legal 
advice  or  opinion.  On  the  one  hand  it  seems  (though  it  is  not  absolutely 
clear)  that  communications  even  from  the  client  to  the  professional  adviser 
were  protected  to  that  extent,  while  on  the  other  hand  communications 
from  tne  latter  were  only  protected  to  that  extent,  statements  of  fact  therein 
not  being  protected  (see  ante,  p.  360,  and  post,  p.  372,  as  to  the  existence  of 
any  such  distinction  at  the  present  time) :  see  Walsingham  v.  Goodrieke, 
p.  124:  Manser  v.  i>ir,  p.  454 :  Preston  v.  Cinrr,  1  Y.  &  J.  p.  178 :  Hawkins 
v.  Gathercole,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  154:  Pearse  v.  Pearse,  1  D.  &.  &  Sm.  p.  18: 
Bluck  V.  GaUxcorthg,  2  Giff.  p.  456. 

It  is  impossible  to  justify  this  distinction  in  point  of  reason,  principle, 
justice,  or  convenience :  Pearse  v.  Pearse,  pp.  27,  28  :  Manser  v.  Dix,  p.  454  : 
Herring  v.  Clobenj,  1  Ph.  p.  95  :  Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K.  pp.  102—103. 
Perhaps  of  all  communications  between  a  party  and  his  professional  adviser 
the  g^reatest  hardship  would  be  caused  by  the  disclosure  of  those  which 
pass^  in  reference  to  suspected  flaws  in  his  title  to  an  estate,  which  it 
is  not  his  duty  either  in  point  of  law  or  equity  to  disclose  to  any  person :  see 
Pearse  v.  Pearse^  pp.  27 — 29 :  Manser  v.  Lix,  pp.  455 — 466,  459  :  Knight  v. 
Waterfordy  1  Y.  &  0.  p.  41  :  Herring  v.  Clobery,  1  Ph.  p.  96:  Original 
Hartlepool  Colliery  Co.  v.  Moon,  30  L.  T.  p.  585.  In  Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1 
M.  &  K.  p.  102,  Lord  Brougham  observes  that  professional  advice  is  often 
required  by  a  person  on  the  subject  of  his  rights  and  liabilities  without  any 
reference  to  litigation  other  than  all  human  affairs  have,  so  far  as  every 
transaction  may  possibly  become  the  subject  of  judicial  inquiry.  Protection 
was  ref  ased  to  communications  of  this  character  by  Lord  Langdale  in  Flight 
Y.  Robinson,  8  fieav.  22,  being  cases  submitted  to  counsel  on  behalf  of 
the  vendors  (assignees  of  an  insolvent)  for  their  security  and  protection  in 
their  management  of  tlie  estate  previous  to  the  sale  (by  auction),  specific 
performance  of  which  they  were  now  seeking  to  enforce,  and  letters  between 
themselves  and  their  solicitors  during  the  same  period,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  no  reference  to  the  dispute  which  resulted  in  the  present  litigation, 
though  it  was  allowed  to  similar  documents  after  the  sale  relating  thereto 


N.  #  E.  R.  Co,  3  M.  &  0.  355,  aflBrming  2  Keen,  76 :  Herring  v.  Clobery, 
1  Ph.  91  :  Clagett  v.  Phillips,  2  Y.  &  0.  0.  C.  82 :  Cootnbe  v.  Corp.  London, 
1  Y.  &  C.  0.  C.  631 :  Storey  v.  Lennox,  1  Keen,  341,  affirmed  1  M.  &  0.  625  : 
Holmes  v.  Baddeley,  1  Ph.  476,  reversing  6  Beav.  521 :  Flight  v.  Robinson, 
8  Beav.  22 :  Calley  v.  Richards,  19  Beav.  401 :  Boyd  v.  Petrie,  20  L.  T. 
pp.  936—936  :  17  W.  K.  903 :  Beadon  v.  King,  17  Sim.  34  :  Warde  v.  Warde, 
1  Sim.  N.  S.  18  :  3  M.  &  G.  366  :  Ford  v.  De  Pontes,  7  W.  K.  299 :  Hawkins 
V.  Gathercole,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  160 :  Bluck  v.  Galsworthy,  2  Giff.  463  :  Hughes  v. 
Gamons,  6  Beav.  362 :  Momington  v.  Morning  ton,  2  J.  &  H.  703  :  Jenkynt  v. 
Bushby,  L.  B.  2  Eq.  647. 
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and  to  the  objections  to  title,  &c.  as  having  reference  to  the  dispute.*  In 
Manser  y.  Uix  Lord  Hatherley,  pp.  455—457,  strongly  disapproved  this 
decision  and  considered  that  it  could  not  stand  with  Fearse  v.  rearse.  And 
the  case,  is  clearly  of  no  authority  in  this  respect  now,  see  further  jt>o«^,  p.  374. 
Its  unreasonableness  (so  great  an  anomaly  so  gross  and  inconsistent  a  rule, 
Thompson  v.  Falkj  1  Dr.  p.  26)  is  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  where  the  pro- 
fessional adviser  was  the  person  of  whom  the  disclosure  was  sought  the 
distinction  between  dispute  having  and  not  having  arisen  did  not  exist: 
Greenottgh  v.  Gaskelly  1  M.  &  K.  pp.  101,  110—115,  disapproving  TFadsworth 
y.  HamshaiCy  2  Brod.  &  B.  6  :  Clark  v.  Clark,  1  M.  &  R.  p.  6  :  WilliaiM  v. 
Mudie,  R.  &  M.  34  :  Broad  v.  Fitty  1  M.  &  M.  234  :  where  such  a  distinction 
was  suggested:  Herring  v.  Clobert/,  1  Ph.  91 :  Wahingham  v.  Goodricke^  3  Ha. 
p.  124  :  Cromack  v.  Hcathcote,  2  Brod.  &  B.  1 :  Fearse  v.  Fearsf,  1  D.  G.  &  S. 
p.  25 :  Flight  v.  Rohimoriy  8  Beav.  p.  39. 

The  limitation  was  principally  founded  upon  what  was  supposed  to  be  the 
authority  of  an  old  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  EadcUffe  v.  Fursman,  2 
B.  P.  C.  514  (see  Richards  v.  Jackson,  IS  Yes.  472),  where  a  case  stated  for 
counsel's  opinion,  but  not  the  opinion  itself,  was  ordered  to  be  produced. 
In  this  case,  as  pointed  out  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool^ 
1  M.  &  K.  p.  95  (and  see  Nias  v.  X  ^  E.  B.  Co.  3  M.  &  C.  p.  358),  "no 
suit  was  instituted  or  even  threatened  at  the  time  this  case  was  stated  for 
counsel's  opinion :  all  the  court  knew  was  that  at  some  time  a  case  had 
been  laid  before  counsel  :*'  and  accordingly,  p.  96,  he  did  not  consider  it  to 
rule  that  a  disclosure  must  be  made  of  a  case  laid  before  counsel  in  reference 
to  or  in  contemplation  of  or  pending  the  litigation  for  the  purpose  of  which 
production  was  sought ;  subsequently  its  scope  was  narrowed  still  further : 
see  ante,  p.  369,  referring  to  IValsingham  v.  Goodricke.  On  the  other  hand  it 
was  held  to  cover  communications  to  (and  **from*'  see  ante,  p.  369)  the 
solicitor  except  so  far  as  they  contained  legal  advice  or  opinion,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  impossible  to  distinguish  in  principle  between  them  and  the  case 
as  actually  stated  for  counsel's  opinion :  see  Walsingham  v.  Goodricke,  p.  129 : 
Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool,  p.  96 :  Nias  v.  N,  ^  E,  Jt.  Co,  p.  357  :  Fearse  v. 
Fearse,  1  D.  Gr.  &  Sm.  p.  25 :  see  however  Walker  y.  Wxldtnan,  6  Mad.  47. 
In  spite  of  occasional  suggestions  from  the  bench  as  to  certain  features  special 
to  the  case  of  Radcliffe  v.  Fursman  (see  Richards  v.  Jacksott,  18  Ves.  p.  474, 
Wahingham  v.  Goodricke,  3  Ha.  p.  129)  which  would  have  entirely  destroyed 
its  authority  for  the  application  that  was  made  of  it,  this  state  of  the  law 
was  accepted  until  Fearse  v.  Fearse,  1  D.  G.  &  Sm.  12,  when  Radcliffe  v. 
Fursman  underwent  a  thorough  examination.  Following  the  line  of  these 
suggestions  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C.  showed  that  the  circimistances  of  Radcliffe 
y.  Fursman  were  altogether  exceptional,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  case 
of  which  production  was  ordered  was  taken  solely  in  the  interest  or  on 
behalf  of  the  party  called  upon  to  produce  it,  but  that  it  was  or  may  have 
been  taken  partly  in  the  interest  or  on  behalf  of  the  party  seeking  its 
production,  and  that  the  former  held  it  or  may  have  held  it  as  a  quasi 
trustee  for  the  latter  (as  to  this  point  see  jt;o«^,  p.  379) :  and  so  also,  pp.  23 — 24, 
in  Richards  v.  Jackson  where  the  case  seems  to  have  related  to  partnership 
transactions  though  after  dissolution  of  the  partnership:  and  finally,  see 
pp.  18,  24,  that  neither  of  these  cases  was  any  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  a  professional  communication  relating  to  the  rights  of  property  made  by 
a  person  not  under  any  fiduciary  obligation  nor  having  a  community  of  right 
or  interest  with  any  other  person  on  his  sole  behalf  and  in  his  single  and 
separate  interest  must  be  disclosed  if  not  made  during  suit  or  dispute  or 
after  threat  of  suit.    Radcliffe  v.  Fursman  being  tlius  effectually  disposed  of, 


*  It  may  be  noted  that  Lord  Langdale  was  in  favour  of  curtailing  the 
privilege  as  much  as  possible,  and  particularly  (see  Flight  v.  Robinson,  p.  36) 
of  compelling  the  disclosure  of  all  statements  or  admissions  made  by  the 
client  to  his  solicitor :  see  also  his  obiervations  in  Storey  v.  Jjfnnox^  1  Keen, 
pp.  349—350. 


PROFESSIONAL  LEGAL  PRIVILEGE — ^THB  CLIENT.  371 

there  was  no  gproond  for  any  longer  keeping  up  any  such  restriction,  and 
accordingly  in  Minet  v.  Morgan,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  p.  368,  Lord  Selbome  formally 
adopted  the  extension  thus  given  and  the  principle  advocated  in  Fearse  v. 
Fearae,  approved  by  Lord  Hatiierley  in  Manser  v.  Dur,  1  K.  &  J.  451  (though 
at  p.  460,  in  deference  to  WaUingham  v.  Goodrickey  he  distingfuishes  it  from 
the  case  before  him,  see  post,  p.  374),  and  laid  down  by  Kindersley,  V.  C.  in 
Lawrence  v.  Campbellin.  the  absolute  terms  stated  ante,  p.  368:  see  also 
Turton  v.  Barber^  L.  R.  16  Eq.  p.  331  :  and  anU,  p.  368. 

It  should  seem  clear  that  the  extension  of  the  privilege  to 
all  professional  communications  whether  passing  in  reference 
to  litigation  or  not  must  cover  those  which  pass  in  reference 
to  litigation  with  other  persons  or  with  the  same  persons  at 
other  times. 

Even  when  the  distinction  between  dispute  and  no  dispute  obtained  the 
privilege  was  extended  to  communications  passing  in  reference  to  litiga- 
tion with  other  persons.  But  it  seems  to  have  been  always  limited  in  terms 
toHtigation  on  the  same  subject  with  a  view  of  asserting  the  same  right : 
7-.- — x.^.^  „    n^^^^:»i.»    1  TTo    »    19^*    est  -vhAxa.  the  alleired  riffht  in 

371.     To  follow  text  ^^  other  times' 

The  proposition  in  large  print  on  p.  371  was  approved  by 
Lord  Esher  in  a  recent  case  of  Pearce  v.  Foster^  15  Q.  B.  D. 
114,  at  p.  121.    See  this  case  discussed,  posty  p.  409. 


tectect  on  ocner  grounus,  ti«t»  untp,  p.  ouu.     xv  ao  uxu»%yM«»  w^  w^^  .. — 

ground  or  even  the  necessity  for  any  such  limitation.  The  commanications 
are  either  relevant  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  action  or  the^  are  not 
relevant.  If  they  are  not  relevant  their  disclosure  cannot  be  required,  and 
in  fact  if  documentary  they  should  not  be  included  in  the  schedule.  If  they 
are  relevant,  they  ought  to  be  protected  whether  the  issues  or  matters  in 
dispute  are  the  same  or  not :  see  Momington  v.  Mornington,  2  J.  &  H.  p.  704 : 
and  Ford  v.  Be  Fontes,  7  W.  R.  p.  300. 

In  my  opinion  the  rale  is  "  once  privileged  always  privileged.'*  This  wiU 
apply  k  fortiori  where  the  succeeding  action  is  substantially  the  same  as  that 
in  which  the  documents  were  used :  Gockbum,  G.  J.  in  Bullock  v.  Corrie,  3 
Q.  B.  D.  358. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Holmet  y.  Baddeley,  1  Phill.  p.  482,  questions  the 
materiality  of  the  distinction  taken  in  argument  that  the  subject  in  con- 
troversy was  not  the  same  though  it  related  to  the  same  property,  and, 
p.  480,  considers  that  the  privilege  ought  to  extend  to  any  subsequent 
litigation  with  the  same  or  a^  other  parties. 

hi  Wilson  V.  Rastall,  4  T.  K.  p.  760,  it  was  said  that  the  nature  of  the 
privilege  was  that  the  attorney  should  not  be  permitted  to  disclose  in  any 
action  that  which  had  been  confidentially  communicated  to  him  as  an 
attorney:  it  was  not  suflBoient  to  say  the  cause  was  at  an  end,  his  mouth  was 
shut  for  ever  :  ibid.  p.  759.  So  Lord  Kenyon  in  Lu  Barre  v.  Zirette,  Peake, 
p.  Ill,  said  that  it  was  immaterial  whetner  the  cause  for  the  defence  of 
which  the  communication  passed  was  at  an  end  or  not,  for  it  ought  equally 
to  remain  locked  up  in  the  bosom  of  those  to  whom  it  was  communicated. 
And  this  seems  of  equal  application  to  disclosure  sought  of  the  client. 

At  any  rate  at  the  present  day  there  is  no  reason  for  retaining  any  such 
limitation  whether  it  ever  had  any  validity  or  practical  effect  or  not. 

B  b2 
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It  is  not  every  commuiiication  between  a  client  and  his 
legal  adviser  that  is  protected :  Gardner  v.  Irvin^  4  Ex.  D. 
p.  63  :  Penruddock  v.  Hammondy  11  Beav.  p.  61.  The  com- 
munications must  be  professional. 

Where  an  attorney  is  employed  hj  a  client  professionally  to  transact  pro- 
fessional business  all  the  communications  that  pass  between  the  client  and 
attorney  in  the  course  and  for  the  purpose  of  that  business  are  privileged : 
Herring  v.  Cloherj/y  1  Ph.  pp.  94,  96. 

Communications  to  soUcitors  in  their  professional  capacity  on  matters 
within  the  ordinary  scope  of  professional  employment :  Greenough  y.  Guskell, 
1  M.  &  K.  p.  102 :  and  see  SheUard  y.  Harria^  5  C.  &P.  p.  594  :*  communica- 
tions made  by  the  client  to  counsel,  attorney  or  solicitor  for  professional 
assistance :  Walker  y.  Wildtnany  6  Madd.  p.  47 :  confidential  communications 
between  client  and  solicitor  in  their  relation  of  client  and  attorney :  Hughes 
y.  Biddulph,  4  Russ.  p.  191 :  professional  communications  between  client  and 
solicitor  of  a  confidential  character  for  the  purpose  of  getting  legal  advice : 
Gardner  v.  Irvin,  4  Ex.  D.  p.  53 :  not  for  information  as  to  matters  of  fact, 
except  perhaps  in  reference  to  litigation,  see  post^  p.  440.  Letters  written 
by  the  solicitor  in  the  character  of  solicitor :  GoodaU  v.  Little^  1  Sim.  N.  8. 
p.  164  :  communications  with  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  legal 
advice  though  they  relate  to  a  dealing  not  the  subject  of  litigation  provided 
they  are  communications  made  to  the  solicitor  in  that  character  and  for  that 
purpose :  Wheeler  y.  Le  Marehant^  17  Gh.  D.  pp.  682,  683 :  professional 
communications  passing  in  a  professional  capacity  :  Lawrence  v.  Campbell^  4 
Dr.  p.  490,  approved  Minet  v.  Morgan,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  p.'368  :  and  see  Eadie  y. 
Addison,  31  W.  R.  360 :  and  Beadon  v.  King,  17  Sim.  p.  37. 

It  has  been  seen,  ante,,  p.  359,  that  under  some  circumstances 
the  client  may  be  compelled  in  answer  to  interrogatories  to 
disclose  facts  which  have  been  communicated  by  him  to  his 
solicitor  or  by  his  solicitor  to  him.  There  is  no  authority 
(except  in  some  earlier  cases  in  a  different  state  of  the  law, 
see  antey  p.  369)  for  excepting  from  protection  those  parts  of 
privileged  communications  which  consist  of  mere  statements 
of  facts.  Under  some  circumstances,  see^os^,  p.  391,  extracts 
from  previously-existing  documents  may  have  to  be  produced 
for  inspection  the  rest  of  the  documents  containing  such 
extracts  being  covered  or  sealed  up :  but  with  this  exception 
a  privileged  communication  is  protected  as  a  whole :  see  in 
this  connection  observations  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  and  Cotton, 
L.  J.  in  Kennedy  v.  Lyell,  23  Ch.  D.  pp.  401,  404,  referred 
to  antey  pp.  360 — 361 :  but  see  also  posty  p.  397. 


^  *  These  dicta  though  at  that  period  applicable  only  to  the  case  where 
disclosures  were  sought  of  the  attorney  may  be  regarded  at  the  present  day 
as  applicable  to  the  case  of  the  client,  see  ante,  p.  370. 
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IV.  As  to  what  is  Professional  Business  or  what  are  Mattei*s 
within  the  ordinary  scope  of  Professional  Employment  (see 
the  passages  cited  ante) — relating  to  a  Sale  or  Bargain 
— Agency  Matters — procuring  Loans  or  itivesting  Money. 

In  addition  to  the  following  observations  and  oases  see  also 
posty  p.  430  to  p.  442,  where  the  position  of  the  legal  adviser 
is  discussed,  and  in  -porticvlax  post,  p.  439. 

The  following  observations  of  James,  L.  J.  in  Original 
Hartlepool  Colliery  Co.  v.  Moon^  30  L.  T.  p.  585,  are  important. 
"A  client  has  a  right  in  availing  himself  of  professional 
advice  to  put  himself  in  the  most  unreserved  confidential 
communication  with  his  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
that  solicitor's  assistance  and  advice  as  a  professional  man 
with  respect  to  the  question  that  has  arisen  or  may  arise  or 
with  reference  to  the  defence  of  the  suit,  and  all  that  is  done 
in  that  strictly  professional  character  with  a  view  to  protection 
against  a  claim  that  is  anticipated  or  with  a  view  to  protection 
against  a  claim  that  is  made — aU  that  is  from  the  necessity 
of  the  case  considered  by  this  court  to  be  privileged;  but 
communications  between  a  man  and  his  solicitor  with  reference 
to  what  may  be  called  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  are  not 
necessarily  privileged.  The  subject-matter  of  the  present 
suit  is  whether  an  agreement  was  or  was  not  made.  The 
eommimications  between  a  man  and  his  solicitor  may  be 
wholly  irrespective  of  any  question  of  professional  advice  or 
assistance  of  any  kind.  The  communications  may  be  made 
authorizing  the  solicitor  to  enter  into  a  bargain,  or  to  give 
directions  to  somebody  else  to  enter  into  a  bargain.  Com- 
munications may  happen  to  be  made  with  a  man  who  happens 
to  be  a  solicitor  which  would  be  exactly  of  the  same  character 
as,  and  neither  more  nor  less  privileged  than,  those  between 
a  man  and  his  steward,  or  between  a  man  and  his  land  agent 
who  did  not  happen  to  be  a  solicitor."  The  learned  judge 
then  refers  to  Minet  v.  Morgan  and  Pearse  v.  Pearse  and  to 
the  extension  supposed  to  be  given  by  those  cases,  and 
regards  them  as  establishing  only  that  communications  for 
the  purpose  of  seeking  professional  advice  with  respect  to 
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defects  or  flaws  in  the  party's  title  to  property  when  no 
dispute  had  arisen  but  which  might  or  might  not  become  the 
subject  of  litigation  were  protected.  It  is  submitted,  ante^ 
p.  368,  that  this  is  too  narrow  a  view  to  take  of  these  cases 
(see  also  a  passage  in  Oreenough  v.  Gaskelly  cited  antey  p.  369), 
though  the  documents  in  question  in  Minet  v.  Morgan  seem 
to  have  been  of  the  character  referred  to  by  James,  L.  J. 
being  communications  with  reference  to  the  subject-matter 
in  dispute  (rights  of  common)  or  to  questions  connected  with 
the  matters  in  dispute. 

In  Manser  y.  Dix^  1  K.  &  J.  p.  460,  Lord  Hathorley  supports  his  decisioa 
on  special  grounds  of  that- kind  but  only  in  order  to  distinguish  it  from 
Wahingham  v.  Goodricke,  3  Ha.  122,  in  which  case  the  documents  which 
ViTigram,  V.C.  reluctantly  ordered  to  be  produced  were  letters  between  the 
vendor  (defendant  to  action  for  specific  performance)  and  his  solicitor  while 
the  negotiations  were  in  progress,  relating  apparently  to  the  draft  agreement 
submitted  by  the  intending  purchaser,  but  before  dispute  arisen.  La  Manser 
v.  J)iz  the  plaintiff  disputed  the  title  of  a  defendant  who  had  purchased  the 
property  as  being  affected  with  notice  of  facts  which  would  give  him  an 
equity  to  set  it  aside :  the  document  in  question  was  instructions  to  counsel 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  for  the  draft  agreement.  Lord  Hatherley,  at 
p.  460,  distinguishes  between  the  two  cases  on  the  ground  that  in  Walsingham 
V.  Goodricke  the  question  was  not  a  question  upon  the  title,  but  whether  there 
had  been  a  contract  or  not,  and  the  documents  passed  at  a  time  when  no  one 
was  apprehending  a  dispute,  but  that  in  Manser  v.  Dix  the  consultations  were 
as  to  a  proposed  conveyance  to  him  in  order  to  make  himself  secure  against 
the  whole  world,  the  doubts  and  fears  so  suggested  being  just  those  whidi 
should  be  protected  from  disclosure  (see  also  ante^  p.  370,  referring  to  Lord 
Hatherley's  comments  on  Flight  v.  £obinsonf  and  ante^  p.  370,  as  to  the  old 
law  in  this  respect).  Wahingham  v.  Goodricke  however  being  no  longer  of 
authority  in  this  respect,  see  ante,  p.  370,  the  distinction  is  unnecessary. 

In  Oi^ginaly  8fc,  Co.  v.  Moon  accordingly  (see  ante)^  which 
was  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for 
a  lease  of  some  collieries,  protection  was  refused  to  commu- 
nications anterior  to  the  making  of  the  agreement  before 
by  possibility  any  dispute  could  arise  and  which  could 
not  have  reference  to  anything  as  to  which  the  party  was 
seeking  professional  advice  or  assistance  as  against  the  hostile 
litigation,  for  there  coidd  not  be  any  question  between  the 
parties  as  to  the  agreement  until  that  which  was  alleged  to 
be  the  agreement  was  made. 

The  following  extract  from  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  in  Carpmael  v.  Powis,  1  Ph.  p.  692,  may  be  usefully 
compared  with  the  observations  of  James,  L.  J.  in  this  case, 
ante.     "  The  privilege  extends  to  all  communications  between 
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a  solioitor  as  suoh  and  liis  client  relating  to  matters  within 
the  ordinary  scope  of  a  solicitor's  duty.  Now  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  it  is  an  ordinary  part  of  a  solicitor's  business  to 
treat  for  the  sale  or  purchase  of  estates  for  his  clients.  For 
some  purposes  he  is  indispensable  in  such  transactions  :  he  is 
to  draw  the  agreement  to  investigate  the  title  and  prepare  the 
conveyance.  All  these  things  are  in  the  common  course  of 
his  business.  But  it  is  said  that  the  fixing  of  a  reserved 
bidding  and  other  matters  connected  with  the  sale  are  not  of 
that  character  as  they  might  be  entrusted  equally  well  to 
anybody  else.  It  is  impossible  however  to  split  the  duties  in 
that  manner  without  getting  into  inextricable  confusion. 
I  consider  them  all  parts  of  one  transaction,  the  Bale  of  an 
estate,  and  that  a  transaction  in  which  solicitors  are  ordinarily 
employed  by  their  clients." 

Communications  relating  to  the  sale  of  an  estate  according 
to  this  last  decision,  afiirming  it  may  be  observed  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  9  Beav.  16,  are  therefore  privileged :  and  see  Mynn  v. 
Jollffe^  1  M.  &.  E.  326.  On  the  other  hand  Lord  Langdale 
in  Flight  v.  Eobinson,  8  Beav.  p.  39,  distinguished  between 
commimications  passing  between  a  client  cmd  his  solicitor  in 
the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  for  effecting  a  sale,  and 
communications  passing  in  the  relation  of  client  and  solicitor. 
So  in  Walker  v.  WildmaUy  6  Madd.  47,  it  was  said  that  where 
a  solicitor  was  employed  in  a  treaty  for  the  purchase  of  an 
estate  it  was  not  a  professional  matter.  See  also  Original^  8fc. 
Co.  V.  MooHy  and  Manser  v.  2>/>,  ante. 

In  Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Hertford,  13  Jur.  632 ;  19  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  526 :  it  was  held  that  an  attorney  as  witness  must 
produce  a  map  given  him  by  his  client  to  show  the  extent  of 
the  glebe  for  the  purpose  of  a  sale,  on  the  ground  that  the 
delivery  of  the  map  was  not  a  confidential  (see  post,  p.  378) 
communication  but  was  for  the  purpose  of  showing  it  to 
intending  purchasers  and  therefore  practically  open  to  all 
the  world  (see  as  to  this  point  post,  p.  440),  and  also  that  he 
was  the  agent  employed  to  effect  a  sale,  and  the  fact  that  he 
was  an  attorney  did  not  confer  a  privilege  which  did  not 
otherwise  exist. 
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In  Stratford  v.  Hogan,  2  Ball  &  B.  164,  an  attorney  was 
held  bound  to  answer  any  charges  relating  to  receipts  by  him 
of  rents  for  his  client,  though  not  as  to  communications  made 
to  him  in  his  character  of  attorney.  In  Doe  d.  Marriott  v. 
Hertford^  Denman,  C.  J.  considered  that  an  attorney  must 
produce  a  book  describing  lands  subject  to  tithes  given  him 
by  his  client  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  them,  for  he  was 
not  acting  professionally. 

In  Jones  v.  Pughy  1  Phill.  96,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  observing, 
p.  102,  that  it  was  an  ordinary  part  of  a  solicitor's  duty  to 
lay  out  money  for  his  clients,  held  on  the  authority  of  Lord 
Nottingham  in  Harvey  v.  Clayton^  2  Sw.  221,  n.  where 
a  scrivener  (but  qu.  as  to  a  scrivener,  see  ante,  p.  306)  was 
protected  from  discovering  the  names  of  the  persons  who  had 
entrusted  him  with  the  money  lent  on  mortgage  to  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  solicitor,  defendant  to  a  suit  for  redemption 
by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  mortgagor,  was  not  bound  to 
discover,  (1)  the  names  of  the  clients  on  behalf  of  whom  he 
had  taken  a  mortgage  in  his  own  name,  nor  (2)  the  names  of 
the  clients  for  whom  he  had  effected  mortgages  on  the  same 
property,  as  to  whom  he  said  that  he  had  no  knowledge  or 
information  except  as  their  solicitor :  see  also  as  to  the  names 
of  clients  post,  p.  439.  As  to  (1)  however  the  discovery  was 
immaterial,  as  in  Harvey  v.  Morris^  Finch,  214,  for,  no  trust 
being  disclosed,  the  solicitor  was  competent  to  give  a  receipt 
and  discharge  the  mortgage.  See  also  Turquand  v.  Knighty  2 
M.  &  W.  98,  p.  100,  where  on  the  same  authority  an 
attorney  was  protected  as  to  matters  (see  posf^  p.  438)  brought 
to  his  knowledge  in  his  character  of  scrivener.  In  a  recent 
common  law  case  of  Bichford  v.  IfArcy^  L.  E.  1  Ex.  354, 
p.  357,  it  was  considered  that  doing  the  business  of  a 
scrivener  or  investing  money  was  not  necessarily  incident  to 
the  profession  of  an  attorney  and  therefore  not  within  the 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  sect.  2  making  it  a  misdemeanor  to 
practise  as  an  attorney  without  a  certificate. 

In  i?.  V.  Farley y  2  C.  &  K.  313,  a  prosecution  for  forgery, 
the  wife  of  the  prisoner  had  taken  the  forged  will  on  his 
behalf  to  a  solicitor  to  procure  an  advance  on  liis  interest 
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under  it :  it  was  held  that  the  solicitor  who  had  refused  to 
make  the  advance,  the  security  not  being  sufficient,  could 
properly  produce  a  copy  which  he  had  made  and  give 
evidence  of  what  passed  :  some  stress  seems  to  have  been  laid 
on  the  fact  that  it  was  not  the  prisoner's  own  solicitor.  In 
-B.  V.  Avery y  8  C.  &  P.  596,  a  somewhat  similar  case,  where 
also  protection  was  refused  and  production  of  the  will 
ordered,  the  soUcitor  was  acting  also  for  the  person  who 
advanced  the  money.  See  also  as  to  these  cases  ante,  p.  356. 
In  all  cases  where  as  to  some  matters  the  attorney  was 
acting  in  his  legal  professional  capacity  and  as  to  other 
matters  not  in  such  capacity  the  distinction  should  as  far  as 
possible  be  pointed  out  in  the  affidavit :  see  Sughes  v. 
Biddulphy  4  Euss.  p.  192. 


V.  Miscellaneous. 

Communications  are  not  protected  where  the  professional 
adviser  is  only  consulted  as  a  confidential  friend  and  not  em- 
ployed as  an  attorney,  though  consulted  on  accoimt  of  his 
professional  knowledge :  Wilson  v.  Sastall,  4  T.  E.  pp.  754, 
758,  760 :  Smith  v.  Daniell,  L.  E.  18  Eq.  649,  where  Lord 
Westbury  was  so  consulted :  and  see  Greenough  v.  Gaskelly 
1  M.  &  K.  p.  104  :  Doe  d.  Pritchard  v.  Jauncet/y  8  C.  &  P.  99  : 
and  Blenkinsopp  v.  Do,  10  Beav.  p.  282  :  not  therefore  as  to 
matters  before  retainer :  Cutts  v.  Pickering y  1  Ventris,  197. 
No  protection  was  allowed  to  letters  written  by  a  country 
solicitor  to  one  of  a  firm  of  solicitors  in  London  who  acted  as 
his  London  agents  and  also  in  the  suit  as  his  solicitors,  but  to 
whom  in  this  instance  the  letters  were  written  as  his  private 
friend  and  private  professional  adviser  in  professional  confi- 
dence and  for  the  purpose  of  professional  assistance:  JSampson 
V.  Hampsony  26  L.  J.  Ch.  612.  But  where  a  solicitor  had 
acted  for  the  defendant  up  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  but  since 
then  had  ceased  to  do  so  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit, 
Knight  Bruce,  V.-C.  refused  to  order  production  of  notes 
made  by  him  on  a  copy  of  the  bill  at  the  defendant's  request 
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as  instructions  for  the  answer,  thinking  it  douhtf ol :  Moxhay 
V.  Tredertoicky  9  Jur.  343. 

The  privilege  attaches  although  the  attorney  ultimately 
refuses  the  employment :  Cromack  v.  Seathcote,  2  Brod.  & 
B.  4  :  as  where  the  attorney  is  applied  to  to  draw  a  deed : 
ibid. :  and  see  Doe  d.  Shellard  v.  Harris,  5  C.  &  P.  592,  where 
the  attorney  as  witness  was  protected  from  answering  whether 
a  party  had  applied  to  him  to  draw  a  deed. 

So  the  privilege  attaches  where  the  party  thought  that  the 
attorney  had  consented  to  act  for  him :  Smith  v.  Fell,  2  Curteis, 
667,  p.  670. 


YI.  Confidential  cJuiracter  of  the  Communicationa — aa  against 
a  Cestui  que  Trusty  Wife,  Partner,  Landlord  and  other 
Persons — as  heticeen  Persons  claiming  under  the  Client, 

The  communications  must  be  confidential :  see  Spenceley  v. 
Schulenberg,  7  East,  p.  358  :  Gardner  v.  Irvin,  4  Ex.  D.  p.  53 : 
and  post,  p.  431. 

It  has  been  sedd,  see  Marsh  v.  Keith,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  p.  347, 
that  whatever  passes  between  a  solicitor  and  client  as  a  mat- 
ter of  professional  business  the  court  will  consider  as  confi- 
dential. Qu.  however  whether  this  is  not  too  broadly  stated. 
In  Walsh  v.  Trevanion,  15  Sim.  578,  it  was  held  insufficient 
for  a  solicitor,  as  witness,  to  say  that  he  had  received  certain 
letters  from  his  client  in  his  character  of  confidential  solicitor, 
for  the  letters  might  not  be  confidential  communications.  See 
this  subject  further  considered  in  connection  with  the  position 
of  the  legal  adviser  post,  p.  431  to  p.  442  :  and  in  particular 
as  to  communications  to  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
municating the  matter  to  other  persons  post,  p.  440. 

See  as  to  the  party's  assertion  of  the  confidential  character 
of  communications  being  conclusive  Underwood  v.  Sec,  of  State 
for  India,  aii^diante,  p.  231  andj^os^,  p.  381  :  and  Pritchard  v. 
Foulkes,  post,  p.  383. 

Qu.  whether  the  communication  of  legal  advice  to  other 
persons,  or  its  having  been  made  public  in  court,  would  under 
some  circumstances  destroy  its  confidential  character,  see  ante, 
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p.  366,  and  Smith  v.  Danielle  post :  and  Undervcood  v.  Secretary 
of  State  for  Luiia,  post,  p.  381. 

But  though  a  communioation  may  be  confidential  so  far  as 
the  general  public  or  a  stranger  is  concerned  it  may  not  be 
confidential  in  a  certain  sense  as  against  particular  persons. 
It  is  not  confidential  as  against  the  party  seeking  discovery 
whenever  it  passes  either  in  point  of  law  or  as  a  matter  of 
fact  on  his  behalf.  (See  in  this  connection  ante,  p.  370,  citing 
Pearse  v.  Pearse,)  In  fact  under  such  circumstances,  if  it  be 
a  document,  the  party  has  an  interest  in  it  of  the  nature  of 
property,  and  is  entitled  to  its  production  on  that  ground. 
From  that  point  of  view  such  cases  should  technically  be  con- 
sidered perhaps  with  other  cases  (see  Bk.  I.  Ch.  VII.)  where 
a  party  is  entitled  to  production  on  the  ground  of  having  an 
interest  of  that  nature.  It  is  however  practically  simpler  and 
more  convenient  to  discuss  them  in  connection  with  the  sub- 
ject of  legal  privilege. 

Where  certain  cases  and  opinions  were  said  to  have  been 
stated  and  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in  anticipation  of  and  in  re- 
lation to  the  litigation,  but  they  were  not  said  to  have  been 
confidential,  and  on  the  facts  it  did  not  appear  they  were 
confidential,  the  substance  of  them  having  been  already  com- 
municated to  one  of  the  defendants,  production  was  ordered : 
Smith  V.  Banieily  L.  R.  18  Eq.  649,  and  see  ante. 

(a)   Cestui  que  Trust  and  Trustee, 

A  cestui  que  trust  is  entitled  to  see  all  the  cases  submitted 
and  the  opinions  taken  by  the  trustee  to  guide  himself  in  the 
administration  of  the  trust,  for  they  are  so  submitted  and 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  the  administration  of  the  trust,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  trust  estate  who 
will  have  to  pay  the  expenses :  Wynne  v.  Humberstony  27 
Beav.  421,  pp.  423—424 :  and  see  Devaynes  v.  Robinsoti^  20 
Beav.  42 :  Woods  v.  WoodSy  4  Ha.  p.  85  :  Talbot  v.  Marshfieldy 
2  Dr.  &  Sm.  549 :  (see  these  cases  cited  post) :  Mason  v.  Cattley^ 
22  Ch.  D.  609  :  and  see  ante,  p.  370,  referring  to  RadcUffe  v. 
Fursman  and  Pearse  v.  Pearse.  If  a  case  and  opinion  are 
properly  stated  and  taken  by  a  trustee  for  this  purpose  he  has 
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a  right  to  pay  for  it  out  of  the  trust  estate ;  and  that  aloue  is 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  cestui  que  trust  to  see  it :  Talbot  v. 
Marahfieldy  p.  651 :  and  see  Woods  v.  Wbodsy  p.  85  and  Bacon 
V.  Bacon^  34  L.  T.  349,  where  they  were  not  charged  to  the 
trust :  and  see  Corp.  of  Bristol  y,  CoXj  posty  p.  382. 

But  where  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  is  not 
established,  or  at  all  events  where  no  priin&  f £icio  case  of  such 
relation  is  made  out,  the  party  merely  claiming  to  be  a  cestui 
que  trust  isTiot  entitled  to  such  discovery  :  Wynne  v.  Humher- 
ston,  p.  424.  In  this  case  the  legal  advice  had  been  obtained 
by  the  trustees  for  their  guidance  in  respect  of  conflicting 
claims. 

Where  cases  and  opinions  have  been  stated  and  taken  by  the 
trustees  not  for  their  guidance  in  the  execution  of  the  trust, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  their  own  defence  in  litigation  against 
themselves  by  the  cestui  que  trusts,  they  are  protected : 
Talbot  V.  MarshfiMy  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  549 :  Wynne  v.  Humberstony 
27  Beav.  p.  423 :  and  see  Adums  v.  Barry y  cited  post,  p.  388  : 
even  before  the  commencement  of  such  litigation  if  in  con- 
templation or  anticipation  of  it :  Broicn  v.  Oakshotty  12  Beav. 
252  ;  Devaynes  v.  Robinsouy  20  Beav.  p.  43 :  but  not  where 
they  were  not  stated  to  have  been  so  taken  in  contemplation : 
see  Mason  v.  Cattleyy  20  Ch.  D.  609,  following  Talbot  v. 
Marshfieldy  post :  and  see  generally  Recce  v.  Trycy  9  Beav.  316 : 
and  Bacon  v.  Bacony  34  L.  T.  349. 

In  Talbot  V.  Marshjield  the  trustecB  had  taken  counsel's  opinion  as  to 
whether  they  should  exercise  a  discretionary  power  to  advance  part  of  the 
trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  some  of  the  cestui  que  trusts:  others  of  the  cestui 
que  trusts  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  trustees  from  exercising  such  discretion : 
thereupon  the  trustees  took  another  opinion.  The  first  case  and  opinion 
being  stated  and  taken  for  their  guidance  in  the  execution  of  the  trust 
(p.  550),  the  plaintifirs  were  held  entitled  to  see  them,  for  their  interests 
would  be  affected  by  the  exercise  of  the  power:  and  in  fact  they  were 
(p.  551)  stated  and  taken  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  cestui  que  trusts,  for  all 
were  interested  in  seeing  the  trust  property  duly  administered :  but  not  the 
second,  for  they  were  stated  and  takeu  by  the  trustees  to  know  in  what 
position  they  stood  and  whether  they  should  defend  themselves. 

Where  cases  and  opinions  had  been  stated  and  taken  by  the  manager 
of  a  fund  for  the  purpose  of  resisting  certain  claims  by  some  of  the  subscribers 
to  the  fund  to  have  a  surplus  refunded  to  them,  others  of  the  subscribers 
were  held  not  entitled  to  inspect  them  in  actions  which  they  were  bringing 
against  the  manager  for  the  purpose  of  asserting  similar  claims  :  Underwood 
V.  See.  of  State  for  India,  14  W.  R.  661 :  12  Jur.  N.  S.  321 :  the  defendant 
was  not  in  the  position  of  a  mere  trustee,  but  it  was  sought  to  make  him 
liable  as  he  bad  already  been  made  liable  on  similar  claims.    So  in  a  similar 
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case  of  Thomas  y.  Do.  18  W.  R.  312,  for  the  opinions  were  not  taken  on 
behalf  of  the  trust  estate  but  on  his  own  behalf  to  resist  future  litigation  : 
and  see  Adams  v.  Barrtfy  cited  post^  p.  3iJ8.  In  Underwood  v.  l)o,  the 
court  refused  to  allow  an  affidavit  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  showings 
that  the  opinions  had  been  circulated  publicly  amongst  the  persons  interested 
therein  and  were  therefore  not  confidential  as  had  been  sworn  by  the  trustees: 
see  as  to  this  ante^  p.  378. 


In  Tugwell  v.  Hooper^  10  Beav.  348,  Lord  Langdale  held 
that  a  solicitor-trustee  had  no  right  to  act  exclusively  for 
one  cestui  que  trust  but  must  rest  in  a  situation  of  impartiality 
towards  all,  that  he  could  not  divest  himself  of  his  character 
of  trustee,  and  therefore  that  neither  he  nor  his  client  cestui 
que  trust  could  withhold  or  keep  secret  from  the  other  cestui 
que  trust  what  had  passed  between  them  before  the  institution 
of  the  suit  in  respect  of  matters  as  to  which  there  was  a 
dispute  between  the  cestui  que  trusts,  and  the  solicitor  who  was 
a  co-defendant  with  his  client  must  produce  the  corre- 
spondence ;  but  what  passed  subsequently  was  privileged,  for 
it  was  necessary  for  him  (qu.  who  ?)  to  protect  himself. 

Where  the  cestui  que  trusts  had  mortgaged  their  interests 
to  their  solicitors  cases  and  opinions  stated  and  taken  by  the 
latter  on  behalf  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  were  ordered  to  be 
produced,  but  not  those  stated  and  taken  in  their  character  of 
mortgagees:  Johnson  v.  Tucker,  11  Jur.  382. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  cestui  que  trust  against  his 
trustee  to  set  aside  a  purchase  of  the  trust  property  made  by 
the  trustee  thirty  years  previously,  the  latter  setting  up 
acquiescence  was  not  allowed  to  see  an  opinion  taken  by  the 
former  fifteen  years  previously  adversely  for  his  own  guidance 
after  the  dispute  had  arisen :   Woods  v.  Woods,  4  Ha.  83. 


(b)  Other  Cases  (see  ante,  p.  379). 

In  an  action  between  a  corporation  and  a  ratepayer  with 
regard  to  some  matter  relating  to  the  raising  or  expenditure 
of  the  rates,  the  ratepayer  woidd  probably  be  entitled  to  see 
oases  and  opinions  taken  by  the  corporation  on  that  subjeoti 
for  the  relation  is  that  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  and  the 
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ratepayer  may  be  said  to  have  contributed  to  pay  for  such 
cases  and  opinions :  see  Pearson,  J.  in  Corp.  of  Bristol  v.  Cox, 
26  Ch.  D.  p.  683. 

See  as  to  a  husband  and  wiiepost  (o). 

Owing  to  the  peouKar  obligation  of  a  tenant  in  relation  to 
his  landlord's  property  (see  also  ante,  p.  279)  the  landlord 
(here  a  parish)  was  held  entitled  to  inspect  cases  and  opinions 
stated  and  taken  by  the  tenant,  as  was  considered,  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  both  landlord  and  tenant :  A,  G.  v.  Berkeley ^ 
2  J.  &  W.  291. 

Cases  submitted  in  relation  to  partnership  affairs  would  not 
be  privileged  as  against  a  partner:  see  Pearse  v.  Pearse,  1 
D.  Gr.  &  Sm.  pp.  22 — 24,  commenting  on  Richards  v.  Ja<^kson^ 
18  Ves.  472. 

A  telegram  sent  by  the  defendants  before  dispute  to  a 
solicitor  then  acting  for  all  parties  was  ordered  to  be  produced 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  in  MacFarlan  v.  RoU^  L.  E.  14  Eq. 
580. 

Where  the  same  solicitor  acts  for  both  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  in  a  sale  or  mortgage, 
just  as  the  privilege  in  respect  of  some  of  the  matters  con- 
nected therewith  cannot  be  waived  without  the  assent  of  both 
parties,  see  posty  p.  427,  so  the  one  party  cannot  in  respect 
of  such  matters  assert  the  privilege  against  the  other:  see 
also  poaty  p.  427. 

Where  a  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  employed  the  same 
solicitor,  who  afterwards  became  the  transferee  of  the  mort- 
gage, it  was  considered  by  Stuart,  V.  C.  that  the  solicitor 
could  not  in  such  a  case  set  up  a  professional  privilege  so  as 
to  protect  him  from  producing  the  documents  prepared  by 
him  as  such  solicitor  as  if  he  had  acted  confidentially  for  one 
only  of  the  parties,  and  in  this  case,  which  was  a  suit  to  set 
aside  a  foreclosure  decree,  the  solicitor  on  this  ground  and 
also  on  other  groimds,  see  ante^  p.  260,  was  ordered  to  produce 
the  mortgage  deeds  and  transfers  and  papers  in  the  foreclosure 
suit  except  briefs  opinions  and  instructions  for  counsel :  Patch 
V.  Ward,  L.  E.  1  Eq.  436. 

Where  a  professional  man  prepares  a  mortgage  deed  on 
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behalf  of  both  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  and  is  present  at 
interviews  between  them  as  to  the  construction  of  the  deed 
and  the  rights  of  both  parties  under  it  and  not  as  the  adviser 
exclusively  of  either  of  them,  and  after  the  last  of  such  in- 
terviews a  suit  is  commenced  to  set  aside  the  mortgage,  none 
of  the  communications  between  him  and  the  mortgagee  ante- 
cedent to  the  last  interview  are  privileged  from  production 
to  the  mortgagor  in  that  suit :  Stuart,  V.  C.  in  Hoss  v.  Gibbs^ 
L.  E.  8  Eq.  624-526. 

In  Cleve  v.  Potceily  1  M.  &  E.  228,  the  plaintiff  called  the 
subscribing  witness  of  a  bond  who  was  the  clerk  of  the  attorney 
of  both  parties  in  the  transaction  of  the  bond  and  loan. 
Being  asked  in  cross-examination  what  the  plaintiff  said  to 
him  at  the  time,  it  was  held  that  as  he  was  acting  for  both 
parties  either  of  them  had  a  right  to  the  disclosure. 

Where  an  arrangement  had  been  come  to  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  under  which  a  suit  was  brought  by 
the  defendant  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  in  a  sub- 
sequent suit  against  the  former  was  held  entitled  to  see  a  case 
and  opinion  stated  and  taken  for  the  benefit  of  both  of  them, 
one  being  as  much  interested  in  the  matter  as  the  other,  and 
also  all  the  documents  in  the  first  suit,  for  he  had  a  right  to 
know  what  was  being  done  in  that  suit :  Reynell  v.  Sjyrye^ 
10  Beav.  50. 

Communications  sworn  to  be  confidential  (see  ante^  p.  378) 
between  the  defendant  and  his  solicitor  (co-defendant)  with 
reference  to  a  trust  deed  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's 
creditors  of  which  the  solicitor  was  trustee  were  considered  not 
privileged  against  the  creditors  in  a  suit  to  enforce  its  execu- 
tion :  Pritchard  v.  FouIkeSy  1  C.  P.  Coop.  14. 


(o)  As  to  how  far  a  Party  relywg  on  legal  Advice  taken  by 
another  Person  but  not  on  the  Party^s  behalf  is  entitled 
to  see  it. 

Where  a  solicitor  is  employed  on  behalf  of  both  husband 
and  wife  in  order  to  effect  a  common  object  or  purpose  each 
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has  an  equal  right  with  the  other  to  inspect  the  documents 
coining  into  the  solicitor's  possession  in  relation  to  and  during 
that  employment  and  connected  with  the  advice :  Wards  v. 
Warde,  3  M.  &  (1.  365.  In  the  court  below,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  18, 
Lord  Cranworth  had  come  to  a  contrary  decision  considering 
on  the  answer,  pp.  26 — 27,  that  the  attorney  was  acting  solely 
for  the  husband  and  that  the  mere  fact  that  a  party,  even  if 
a  wife,  relied  on  that  advice  made  no  diflFerence  unless  he  was 
attorney  for  both.  But  qu.  as  to  this,  if  the  advice  was  com- 
municated to  him  in  order  to  influence  his  action,  see  ante^ 
p.  367.  The  documents  in  question  were  correspondence 
with  the  solicitor  in  the  course  of  the  preparation  of  a  deed 
releasing  the  husband's  estate  from  a  charge  in  the  wife's 
favour,  the  suit  being  by  the  wife  to  compel  the  husband  to 
charge  another  estate  in  her  favour  in  pursuance  of  an  alleged 
promise  to  that  effect. 

In  this  case  Lord  Truro,  p.  371,  would  have  held  if  neces- 
sary that  wherever  husband  and  wife  have  distinct  interests 
and  the  wife  is  induced  to  act  under  the  advice  of  the  attorney 
employed  and  paid  by  the  husband,  the  attorney  must  be 
deemed  to  act  as  the  attorney  of  both,  and  therefore  each 
should  have  full  inspection  and  production  of  all  documents 
coming  into  the  possession  of  the  attorney  during  such 
employment  and  relating  to  the  advice  given  to  the  wife. 

Where  communications  had  passed  between  the  wife  (de- 
ceased) and  a  solicitor  relative  to  obtaining  a  Scotch  divorce 
the  plaintiffs  representing  the  interest  of  the  deceased  husband 
were  held  entitled,  as  against  the  defendants  representing 
the  interest  of  the  deceased  wife,  to  inspect  them  as  having 
passed  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  both  husband  and  wife,  but 
not  those  relating  to  an  appointment  subsequently  executed 
by  the  wife  which  was  being  impeached  in  the  suit :  Ford  v. 
Be  Pontes,  7  W.  E.  299. 
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(d)  As  against  a  Party  claming  under  or  in  the  same  Interest 

as  the  Client. 

Parties  olaiming  under  the  client  can  assert  the  privilege 
against  parties  claiming  adversely  to  the  client :  see  Russell 
V.  Jackson^  9  Ha.  p.  393 :  and  j»o«^,  p.  387. 

But  where  the  client  is  dead  parties  olaiming  under  him 
cannot  assert  the  privilege  as  against  one  another  (but  see 
posty  p.  386).  In  the  one  case  (see  further  as  to  this  case 
post)  the  question  is  whether  the  property  belongs  to  the 
client  or  his  estate,  and  the  rule  may  well  apply  for  the 
protection  of  the  client's  interest:  in  the  other  case  the 
question  is  to  which  of  the  parties  claiming  under  the  client 
the  property  belongs,  and  it  would  be  an  arbitreffy  rule  to 
hold  that  it  belongs  to  one  of  them  rather  than  the  other : 
ibid,  p.  393 :  and  see  Reynolds  v.  Godlee^  4  K.  &  J.  88.  And 
even  where  next  of  kin  are  claiming  adversely  to  a  will  to 
set  it  aside :  see  Phillips  v.  Holmer^  post :  or  to  invalidate 
a  bequest  in  it :  Russell  v.  Jackson, post:  they  have  been  held 
entitled  as  against  the  executors  to  see  or  have  disclosed  in 
evidence  communications  between  the  testator  and  the  solicitor 
and  cases  and  opinions  passing  stated  and  taJien  in  the  course 
of  preparing  the  will.  See  also  in  this  connection  a  suit 
respecting  a  codicil  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  Mackenzie  v. 
Yeoy  2  Curteis,  866. 

The  assent  of  the  executor  may  be  necessary  where  other 
persons  hold  the  documents :  see  Gresley  v.  Mousley,  2  £.  &  J. 
288,  referred  to  posty  p.  386 :  and  Chant  v.  Brown,  7  Ha.  p.  87 
(except  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  Feavery.  WilliamSy 
11  Jur.  N.  S.  902,  referred  to  ante,  p.  201) :  and  perhaps 
also  of  the  heir  where  the  documents  have  relation  to  real 
estate :  see  Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Hertford,  13  Jur.  632 :  19 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  526. 

The  legal  personal  representative  representing  all  the 
parties  interested  may  show  it  to  some  of  them  though  others 
of  them  are  not  before  the  court :  Phillips  v.  Holmer,  post. 

In  Hussell  y.  Jaehson^  9  Ha.  387,  next  of  kin  brought  an  action  against  the 
execntors  and  residuary  deYisees  and  leg^ateea  for  the  purpose  of  inysdidating  a 
bequest  as  being  made  to  them  on  a  secret  trust  for  an  illegal  purpose.  Depo- 
sitions of  the  testator*s  solicitor  as  to  communications  passing  directly  between 
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the  toBtaior,  or  indirectly  throneh  one  of  tlie  executors  and  himaelf  ,  relating 
to  this  trust  were  admitted :  those  which  passed  between  himself  after  the 
testator's  death  and  the  defendants,  on  delivering  to  them  the  instructions 
as  to  the  secret  trust,  were  suppressed.  The  judgment  of  Turner,  Y.-G.  is 
an  interesting  one  in  many  respects.  On  p.  393  he  sug^g^ests  that  if  the 
priyile^  be  one  which  follows  the  legal  interest,  as' was  contended,  it  must 
be  subject  to  the  incidents  to  which  the  legal  interest  is  subject,  and  if  the 
legal  interest  be  subject  to  a  trust  the  privilege  must  be  subject  to  it  also : 
and  therefore  to  permit  the  defendants  to  ava^  themselves  of  the  privilege 
would  be  to  permit  them  by  the  use  of  the  privilege  to  exclude  the  question 
whether  they  were  trustees  of  it  or  not.  Again  on  the  same  page  he 
suggests  that  the  rule  being  for  the  protection  of  the  client,  it  cannot  be  for 
his  protection  that  evidence  should  be  rejected  the  effect  of  which  would  be 
to  prove  a  trust  created  by  him  and  to  destroy  a  daim  to  take  beneficially  by 
parties  who  have  accepted  that  trust.  And  on  p.  392  he  suggests  that  the 
existence  of  the  illegal  purpose  would  prevent  any  privilege  attaching  aa 
where  a  solicitor  is  party  to  a  fraud :  see  as  to  this  anto,  p.  355. 

In  I*hilHp8  V.  Holmer,  15  W.  B.  578,  production  was  ordered  of  opinions, 
which  had  been  taken  by  the  executors  in  the  course  of  an  admimstration 
suit,  in  another  suit  brought  by  the  next  of  kin  to  stay  the  administration 
suit,  partly  however  on  other  groimds :  see  ante,  p.  353. 

In  Oresky  v.  Moiiakyy  2  K.  &  J.  288,  a  suit  by  a  devisee 
in  remainder  and  heir  to  impeaoh  a  sale  by  the  testator  to  his 
own  solicitor,  the  parties  claiming  under  the  solicitor  were 
compelled  to  discover  confidential  communications  of  the 
testator  with  the  solicitor.  It  can  hardly  however  be  said  that 
the  proposition  laid  down  (see  aniey  p.  385)  by  Turner,  V.  0. 
in  Rtmell  v.  Jackson  to  the  effect  that  there  can  be  no  privi- 
lege as  between  two  persons  claiming  under  the  dient  is 
necessarily  of  general  and  unqualified  application  to  every 
case  where  two  parties  claim  under  the  client  whether  deceased 
or  not. 


VII.  As  to  the  Privilege  which  can  be  asseiied  by  Successors  in 

Title  to  the  Client. 

In  spite  of  a  suggestion  of  doubt  in  Charlton  v.  Coombes, 
4  Giff.  p.  380  (and  see  Rmsell  v.  Jackson^  9  Ha.  p.  393,  where 
Turner,  V.  C.  says  that  the  privilege  does  not  in  all  cases 
terminate  with  the  death  of  the  party),  it  seems  clear  that  the 
privilege  is  not  in  any  respect  diminished  by  the  death  of  the 
client,  and  the  only  question  is  by  whom  the  privilege  may  be 
asserted. 
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A  BuoceBSor  in  title  to  the  client  having  such  documents  in 
his  possession  seems  to  be  in  the  some  position  as  the  client 
himself  in  asserting  the  privilege  (except  as  against  persons 
claiming  through  the  client  under  the  circumstances  discussed 
antOf  p.  385) :  see  Jenkym  v.  Bushhy^  L.  E.  2  Eq.  647  :  Knight 
V.  TFater/ordy  2  T.  &  0.  pp.  35—36  :  Minet  v.  Morgauy  L.  E. 

8  Ch.  p.  362 :  Mostyn  v.  West  Moatyn  Coal  Co.  34  L.  T.  p. 
533  :  Reynolds  v.  Godlee,  4  K.  &  J.  88 :  Ford  v.  De  Pontes,  7 
W.  E.  299  :  jB.  v.  Upper  Bodington,  8  D.  &  E.  p.  732 :  Doe 
d.  Strode  v.  Seaton,  2  A.  &  E.  171,  cited  ^(?«^,  p.  427:  and  see 
as  to  his  consent  being  necessary  to  waive  the  privilege  where 
the  solicitor  is  under  examination  Chant  v.  Brown,  7  Ha.  79 : 

9  Ha.  790,  referred  io  post,  p.  427.  (But  where  letters  passed 
between  a  mortgagee's  solicitor  and  the  defendant  or  his 
solicitor  on  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  the  def  endcmt, 
Fry,  J.  considered  that  the  privilege  was  a  personal  one  and 
did  not  extend  to  the  defendant  as  claiming  under  the  mort- 
gagee, distinguishing  Doe  d.  Strode  v.  Seaton  on  the  ground 
that  there  the  solicitor  was  also  acting  for  the  purchaser,  see 
post,  p.  427;  Sutclife  v.  James,  27  W.  E.  p.  751 :  40  L.  T. 
p.  876.)  And  even  where  the  property  in  the  documents  does 
not  properly  pass  to  him,  as  was  considered  with  respect  to  a 
book  and  map  in  Doe  d.  Marriot  v.  Hertford,  13  Jur.  632 :  19 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  526,  qu.  whether  ia  every  case  the  privilege  ought 
to  be  capable  of  waiver  without  his  assent,  for  he  is  the  person 
interested  in  that  which  is  affected  by  it ;  see  the  argument 
ibid.  p.  632 :  though  if  the  client  be  deceased  the  assent  of  the 
personal  representative  may  also  be  necessaiy :  see  Chant  v. 
Brown,  9  Ha.  p.  794,  796  :  and  Greenlaw  v.  King,  post. 

In  Gremlatp  r.  King^  1  Bear.  137»  a  suit  to  set  aside  an  azmnity  as  inyalid, 
the  defendant  was  assignee  from  a  deceased  bishop  of  the  annui^.  He  was 
ordered  to  produce  certain  correspondence  which  had  passed  between  the 
bishop  and  his  solicitor,  and  a  case  and  opinion  of  counsel  stated  and  taken 
before  the  assignment  respecting  the  Talidity  of  the  annuity  and  in  contem- 
plation of  its  being'  imp^ushed.  It  did  not  appear  how  the  documents  had 
come  into  his  hands,  but  the  argument  seems  to  haye  been  that  as  the  solicitor 
had  obtained  them  from  the  bishop  it  was  the  solicitor's  duty  not  to  disclose 
them  as  against  the  bishop,  and  that  the  defendant,  who  must  haye  g^  them 
from  the  solicitor,  was  entitled  to  the  same  piiyilegfe  as  the  solicitor  (see  as  to 
this  point  ante^  p.  367) :  in  answer  to  this  argument  Lord  Langdale  obseryed 
that  it  did  not  appear  how  the  documents  came  into  the  defendant's  hands, 
that  he  might  have  obtained  them  from  the  bishop,  and  that  i|  the  solicitor 
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had  performed  bis  duty  he  onght  not  to  have  deliyered  them  to  the  defendant 
without  the  asaent  of  the  bishop's  executors.  The  question  whether  the 
defendant  could  not  baye  claimed  priyilege  (for  the  opinion  at  all  eyents,  if 
not  for  the  other  documents  at  that  date,  see  anto,  p.  369)  in  his  own  interost 
as  assignee  does  not  seem  to  baye  been  discussed. 

A  surviving  executor  who  had  not  acted  in  the  testator's 
affairs  was  protected  as  defendant  from  production  of  oases 
and  opinions  stated  and  tsiken  on  behalf  of  the  deceased 
executor  relating  to  claims  then  made  against  him,  and  the 
same  as  those  now  being  made  against  the  defendant :  Adams 
V.  Barri/,  2  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  167. 

A  bankrupt's  assignees  or  trustee  could  it  is  conceived  in 
a  proper  case  assert  the  privilege.  But  where  assignees, 
plaintiffs,  proposed  to  ask  an  attorney's  clerk  what  the  bank- 
rupt had  said  to  him  when  he  came  to  consult  him  about  the 
state  of  his  affairs  before  his  bankruptcy,  and  it  was  contended 
that  the  bankrupt  was  now  represented  by  his  assignees  and 
therefore  they  had  a  right  to  waive  the  privilege,  the  evidence 
was  rejected :  Bowman  v.  Norton^  5  0.  &  P.  177. 


VIII.  A%  to  what  Documents  may  he  regarded  as  Communica- 
tions between  the  Client  and  his  Professional  Legal  Ad- 
viser^  and  as  to  Communications  or  Documents  standing 
on  the  same  Footing  (see  ante,  Section  III,  and  post. 
Section  X). 

(a)  As  to  Oral  Communications — as  to  the  Clients  Memoranda 
or  Minutes  of  Oral  or  Written  Communications  or  relat- 
ing  to  the  Matters  on  which  the  Admce  is  sought. 

The  communications  are  protected  whether  oral  or  written : 
Spenceley  v.  Schulenberg,  7  East,  p.  358  :  and  see  Kennedy  v. 
Lyell,  23  Ch.  D.  pp.  403—404.  In  Turton  v.  Barber,  L.  E. 
17  Eq.  329,  the  party  was  protected  from  answering  whether 
certain  obstacles  in  the  way  of  granting  a  lease  were  sug- 
gested by  him  to  his  solicitor  or  by  his  solicitor  to  him. 
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The  client's  memoranda  minutes  or  other  documents  con- 
taining a  record  of  the  communications  are  undoubtedly 
privileged  (even  if  the  proposition  that  privileged  matter 
retained  its  privilege  in  whatever  document  it  be  found  were 
not  true  absolutely  and  without  qualification,  as  to  which  see 
ante^  p.  366) :  for  instance  minutes  in  a  company's  books  of 
communications  between  the  company  and  their  legal  advisers 
or  the  result  thereof :  see  Woolky  v.  JV.  Z.  jB.  Co.  L.  E.  4 
0.  P.  602,  p.  604:  and  see  Chee^wugh  v.  Oaskell,  1  M.  &  K. 
p.  102. 

But  as  to  memoranda  or  minutes  merely  relating  to  the 
matters  on  which  the  advice  is  sought  and  not  referring  to  or 
recording  privileged  communications,  it  is  difficidt  to  see  how 
they  can  be  protected,  even  if  they  have  reference  to  litigc^- 
tion.  in  which  the  client  is  or  anticipates  being  involved :  for 
a  document  is  not  privileged  merely  as  having  reference  to 
the  litigation,  see  posty  p.  404.  The  opinion  of  Pearson,  J. 
would  however  seem  to  be  that  they  may  be  withheld  from 
production.  The  following  is  an  extract  from  his  judgment 
in  a  recent  case  of  Corp.  of  Bristol  v.  Cox^  26  Ch.  D.  pp.  681 — 
682 :— 

"  Ab  to  aU  those  doonments  or  minntes  made  hy  the  committees  of  the 
corporation  to  whom  the  matters  were  referred,  and  which  contain  nothing 
more,  as  far  as  I  can  gather  from  the  affidavit,  and  I  may  add  also  from  the 
statement  of  counsel  at  the  bar,  than  simply  a  record  of  proceedings  which 
took  place  at  the  meetings  of  the  committee  with  reference  either  to  litiga- 
tion which  it  was  contemplated  might  take  place,  or  to  the  litigation  which 
did  take  place  before,  or  to  the  litigation  which  is  now  in  existence — whether 
the  minutes  relate  to  either  one  or  the  other  of  those  matters,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  those  minutes  are  privileged.  I  conceive  that  any  notes  made 
by  a  man  with  reference  to  his  own  conduct  in  the  litigation — simply  notes 
made  of  his  own*  opinions — are  just  as  much  privileged  as  the  thoughts 
which  pass  through  his  mind,  and  I  conceive,  inasmuch  as  this  corporation 
cannot  in  its  corporate  capacity  either  think  or  write  or  act  except  by  certain 
machinery  which  is,  so  to  speak,  extraneous  of  itself,  the  corporation  is  per- 
fectly justified  in  referring  all  these  matters  to  a  committee,  and  asking  the 
committee  to  deal  with  them  as  it  would  deal  with  them  itself,  and  they  are 
simply  the  agents  of  the  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  considering  what 
ougnt  to  be  done,  and  their  reports  are  confidential  matters:  and  under 
those  circumstances  those  matters  are  to  my  mind  protected." 

As  regards  the  documents  which  were  here  actually  protected,  it  may  also 
be  sugfgested  that  they  can  stand  on  no  better  footing  than  communications 
between  co- plaintiffs,  which  merely  as  such  are  not  privileged :  see  post, 
p.  422. 

*  But  the  opinion  of  a  non-legal  agent  is  not  privileged :  see  Butiroa  v. 
White,  pott,  p.  417. 
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(b)  As  to  Documents  accompanying  the  Communications, 

Where  the  communications  are  in  the  form  of  letters  written 
by  the  client  to  his  adviser  or  vice  versft  there  is  no  difficulty. 
But  in  regard  to  documents  accompanying  the  communications 
the  question  requires  some  consideration. 

In  Wynne  v.  Humberstony  27  Beav.  p.  424,  documents 
accompanying  the  case  were  said  to  be  a  part  of  it,  for  that  a 
statement  may  be  made  to  counsel  through  documents  sent 
therewith.  It  does  not  appear  what  these  documents  were, 
but  the  reason  hardly  seems  satisfactory.  Unless  the  accom- 
panying documents  have  been  prepared  by  or  by  the  direction 
of  the  party  or  his  professional  adviser  for  the  purpose  of 
being  communicated  by  the  one  to  the  other  the  mere  fact 
that  they  accompany  or  have  been  obtained  for  the  purpose 
of  accompanying,  the  communications  cannot  of  itself  (except 
under  such  special  circumstances  as  are  considered  post^ 
pp.  392 — 394)  confer  a  privilege  on  them :  see  post,  p.  391. 
And  just  as  the  documents  themselves  would  not  (except  as 
above)  be  privileged,  so  neither  would  copies  of  or  extracts 
from  them  be  privileged  (subject  to  a  similar  exception),  so 
far  as  they  were  separable  from  the  communication  itself: 
Beeposty  pp.  391,  394. 

See  as  to  documents  prepared  or  obtained  by  the  legal 
adviser  for  the  purpose  of  communication  to  the  client  posty 
section  (c). 

Where  a  document  has  been  prepared  (as  to  docimxents 
obtained  by  him  see^os^  (o) )  by  the  client  for  the  purpose  of 
communicating  it  to  his  solicitor  it  must  stand  on  the  same 
footing  as  an  actual  letter,  for  instance  rough  notes  or  memo- 
randa for  this  purpose :  see  Thompson  v.  Falky  1  Dr.  p.  22. 

That  I  think  is  the  true  principle  that  if  a  docimient  comes 
into  existence  (as  to  "solely"  or  "merely"  see  posty  p.  415) 
for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the  solicitor  with 
the  object  of  obtaining  his  advice  or  of  enabling  him  to  pro- 
secute or  defend  an  action  then  it  is  privileged  because  it  is 
something  done  for  the  purpose  of  serving  as  a  communica- 
tion between  the  client  and  solicitor :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  South" 
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mrk,  Sfc.  Water  Co.  v.  Quick,  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  322.  In  this 
case  a  statement  of  facts  drawn  up  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Sonthwaxk  Company  for  submission  to  the  solicitor  for  his 
advice  in  relation  to  the  intended  action  was  protected,  p.  31 5, 
as  well  as  other  documents,  see  post,  p.  418.  But  there  seems 
no  reason  to  question  the  soundness  of  the  proposition  so 
stated  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  as  being  applicable  (within  limits,  see 
poatj  p.  399)  to  the  case  of  a  document  prepared  by  a  third 
person  at  the  direction  of  the  client  for  the  purpose  of  such 
communication,  and  not  having  reference  to  litigation  existing 
or  anticipated :  see  posty  p.  399,  referring  to  Anderson  v. 
Sank  of  British  Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  648 :  see  as  to  such 
documents  prepared  in  reference  to  litigation,  post,  p.  415  : 
and  in  particular  by  the  party's  agents,  post,  p.  417 :  see  also 
Westinghouse  v.  Midland  R.  Co,  post,  p.  408. 


(c)  As  to  Documents  prepared  or  obtained  by  {or  by  the  Direc- 
tion of)  the  Professional  Legal  Adviser  for  Communica- 
iion  to  his  Client  or  in  order  to  enable  him  properly  to 
advise  his  Client  or  conduct  his  Clients  Business, 

As  regards  documents  prepared  or  obtained  by  (or  by  the 
direction  of)  the  professional  legal  adviser  the  privilege  must 
equally  attach  whether  they  have  been  prepared  or  obtained 
for  his  own  use  or  for  the  purpose  of  actual  communication 
to  the  client. 

Although  as  a  general  principle  a  document  cannot  acquire 
privilege  merely  by  the  use  that  is  made  of  it,  and  therefore 
a  document  previously  in  existence  or  copy  of  or  extract  from 
such  document  cannot  prim&  facie  be  withheld  from  production 
on  the  ground  that  such  document  has  been  obtained  or  the 
copy  or  extract  made  for  privileged  purposes,  under  certain 
circumstances  documents  copies  and  extracts  of  this  nature 
may  acquire  a  privilege :  (and  see  also  a  special  case  of  The 
Palermo,  post,  p.  395). 

They  may  acquire  a  privilege  if  they  have  been  obtained 
or  made  by  or  by  the  direction  of  the  professional  legal 
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adviser.  And  the  ground  on  which  they  can  acquire  privilege 
is  that  they  cannot  be  produced  without  showing  what  was 
the  view  of  the  professional  legal  adviser  as  to  his  client's 
case  or  the  advice  which  he  had  given  him :  they  are  the 
materials  selected  by  his  mind  and  represent  the  result  of  his 
professional  care  and  skill :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  60  L.  T. 
730  (to  be  reported  in  the  Law  Eeports,  26  or  27  Ch.  D.)  as 
cited  post  These  considerations  therefore  have  no  place 
where  the  documents  copies  or  extracts  have  been  obtained  or 
made  by  the  client  (that  is  to  say  otherwise  than  under  the 
solicitor's  direction)  for  when  a  man  will  act  for  himself  and 
will  not  do  that  which  is  the  very  ground  of  privilege,  namely 
act  by  a  solicitor,  whatever  he  learns  when  the  proper  inter- 
rogatories are  put  to  him  he  must  produce  or  disclose :  see 
Cotton,  L.  J.  ibid,  referring  to  Wright  v.  Vei*non  and  Storey 
V.  LennoXy  post :  though  qu.  whether  they  might  not  be  pro- 
tected if  they  could  be  brought  within  the  description  of 
materials  for  evidence:  see  post,  p.  410,  and  ante,  p.  361. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  in  all  the  cases  post,  the  documents 
copies  or  extracts  were  obtained  or  made  in  reference  to  liti- 
gation :  but  the  language  in  which  the  principles  on  which 
they  should  be  protected  are  laid  down  seems  wide  enough  to 
cover  those  obtained  or  made  without  reference  to  litigation  : 
see  also  ante,  p.  361,  as  to  this  point  in  reference  to  the  dis- 
closure by  the  client  of  information  obtained  for  privileged 
purposes,  and  generally  as  to  the  analogy  between  a  disclosure 
of  that  nature  and  production  of  documents  of  the  kind  now 
being  considered.  It  will  also  be  noticed  that  both  in  Lyell 
V.  Kennedy,  Churton  v.  Frewen  and  Walsham  v.  Stainton,  the 
documents  copies  and  extracts  were  obtained  and  made  not 
by  the  solicitor  personally  but  by  his  clerks  agents  or  persons 
specially  deputed  for  the  purpose :  as  to  how  far  this  may 
entail  the  necessity  of  different  considerations  according  as  the 
work  was  done  in  reference  to  litigation  or  not,  see  post^ 
pp.  401—402. 

In  Lyell  y.  Kennedy ^  ante^  the  defendant  objected  to  produce  *'  copies  of 
entries  in  registers  and  public  records  uid  of  other  original  documents  which 
are  not  and  have  never  been  in  my  possession  custody  or  control"  and 
''photographs  of  tombstones  and  houses'*  on  the  ground  that  thej  wer6 
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made  prepared  or  procured  by  his  solicitors  or  their  clerks  or  confidential 
agents  instructed  or  employed  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  defending  him  from 
the  claims  of  persons  who  had  commenced  legal  proceedings  against  him  for 
the  recovery  of  the  hereditaments  in  question  in  the  action  and  were  made 
and  procured  solely  for  that  purpose,  stating  the  nature  of  these  proceedings 
that  ne  instructed  his  solicitors  for  the  purpose  of  his  defence  in  each  cose  to 
make  searches  and  inquiries  and  obtain  copies  of  documents  not  in  his  pos- 
session in  order  to  obtain  the  assistance  of  counsel  and  that  the  copies  and 
photographs  were  made  and  procured  in  the  course  of  such  employment : 
among  the  documents  were  title  deeds. 

In  that  case,  Cotton,  L.  J.  says,  **  Now  what  ought  we  to  do  here  P  There 
is  a  litigation  about  pedig^e  and  the  heirship  to  a  lady  who  died  many  years 
ago,  and  it  is  sworn  by  the  defendant  that,  for  the  purpose  of  defending  him- 
sdf  against  yarious  claimants,  he  has  made  inquiries,  and  that  he  has  ob- 
tained every  one  of  those  documents  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  himself, 
and  that  he  has  not  got  them  himself  personally,  but  that  his  solicitors  have 
got  them  for  the  purpose  of  his  defence,  for  the  purpose  of  instructing  his 
counsel,  and  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  this  litigation  on  his  behalf.  No 
case  has  been  quoted  where  documents  obtained  under  such  circumstances 
have  been  ordered  to  be  produced.  In  my  opinion  it  is  contrary  to  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  the  court  acts  with  regard  to  protection  on  the  groimd  of  pro- 
fessional privilege,  that  we  should  make  an  order  for  their  production.  They 
were  got  for  the  purpose  of  his  defence,  and  it  would  be  to  deprive  a  solicitor 
of  the  means  afforded  for  enabling  him  to  fully  investigate  a  case  for  the  pur- 
pose of  instructing  counsel  if  we  required  documents,  although  perhaps  pub- 
lici  juris  in  themselves,  to  be  produced ;  because  the  very  fact  of  the  solicitor 
having  got  copies  of  certain  burial  certificates  and  other  records,  and  having 
made  copies  of  the  inscriptions  on  certaiu  tombstones,  and  obtained  photo- 
graphs of  certain  houses,  might  show  what  his  view  was  as  to  the  case  of  his 
client  as  regfards  the  claim  made  against  him.  There  is  no  case,  as  I  have  said 
before,  which  is  exactly  in  point ;  but  Wahham  v.  Stainton,  9  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
603 ;  2  H.  &  M.  1,  though  somewhat  different  in  its  circumstances,  illustrates 
the  principle  to  which  I  am  referring.  In  that  case  Wood,  V .  G.  protected  the 
records  and  extracts  from  books  which  had  been  made  for  the  defendants  by 
an  accountant  who  had  collected  together  a  number  of  entries,  because  the 
extracts,  when  put  together,  showed  the  view  which  he  took,  and  which 
the  solicitors  of  the  defendant  took  of  the  particular  fraud  which  they  were 
there  Investigating ;  and  to  order  the  defendant  to  produce  them  would  be 
not  only  giving  production  to  the  parties  who  were  asking  for  production, 
but  g^iving  them  a  clue  to  the  advice  which  had  been  given  by  the  solicitor, 
and  giving  them  the  benefit  of  the  professional  opinion  which  had  been 
form^  by  the  solicitor,  and  those  who  had  acted  in  a  professional  capacity 
for  the  defendant.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  in  this  case,  without  saying 
what  ought  to  be  done  if  there  was  any  different  case  made  before  the  court, 
with  regurd  to  documents  like  these,  it  would  not  be  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  which  have  gxiided  this  court  in  deciding  what  is  professional  privilege 
in  regpEird  to  the  production  of  documents  to  order  their  production.''  So 
Bowen,  L.  J.  "As  to  the  documents,  I  ag^e  with  everything  that  has  been 
said  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  We  are  not  dealing  now  with  documents  which  the 
party  has  procured  himself  ;  we  are  dealing  with  documents  which  have  been 
procured  at  the  instigfation  of  his  solicitor,  and  bearing  in  mind  the  rule  of 
privilege  which  the  law  g^ves  in  respect  to  information  obtained  by  a  solicitor, 
it  seems  to  me  we  cannot  make  the  order  asked  for  by  Mr.  MaoClymont 
without  doing  very  serious  injustice.  A  collection  of  records  may  be  the 
result  of  professional  knowledge,  research  and  skill,  just  as  a  collection  of 
curiosities  is  the  result  of  the  ^11  and  knowledge  of  the  antiquarian  or  vir- 
tuoso ;  and,  even  if  the  solicitor  has  employed  others  to  obtain  them,  it  is  his 
own  knowledge  and  judgment  which  have  probably  indicated  the  source  from 
which  they  could  be  obtained.  It  is  his  mind,  if  that  be  so,  which  has 
selected  the  materials,  and  those  materials,  when  chosen,  seem  to  me  to 
represent  the  result  of  his  professional  care  and  skill,  and  you  cannot  have 
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disdosure  of  ihom  without  addng  for  the  key  which  will  unloQk  the  treasure 
of  labour  which  the  solicitor  has  bestowed  in  obtaining  them.  I  entirely 
agree  therefore  with  what  has  been  said.  Without  saying  what  ought  to  he 
done  in  another  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  in  this  case  we  could  not  make  the 
order  asked  for  without  infringing  on  the  principle  on  which  the  court  acts : 
nor  is  it  necessary  to  say  what  would  be  doue  as  to  any  particular  document 
if  a  right  to  inspection  were  made  out." 

Where  by  the  direction  of  a  solicitor  a  skilled  person  was  employed  to 
report  on  and  make  extracts  from  such  ancient  documents  as  he  might  think 
fit  to  support  the  client's  case  in  otder  to  enable  the  solicitor  to  advise  the 
defendant  on  the  evidence  the  whole  of  the  report  containing  extracts  or 
copies  was  held  privileged  on  the  ground  that,  although  if  the  extracts  or 
copies  could  have  been  Separated  from  the  observations  and  comments  in  the 
report,  their  production  might  have  been  ordered,  in  this  case  such  separation 
being  impossible  the  whole  of  the  document  must  be  protected :  Churton  y. 
Freuen,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  390.  So  in  WaUham  y.  Stainton^  2  H.  &  M.  1,  an 
accountant  was  employed  by  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant  company  to  inyesti* 
gate  their  books  for  the  purpose  of  the  litigation.  It  was  held  that  though 
the  books  themselyes  were  not  privileged,  yet  the  reports  ^one  of  them  bdug 
made  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  the  answer)  were  privileged  even  if  they 
consisted  only  of  extracts,  for  these  extracts  might  haye  been  made  in  suon 
a  form  as  to  support  some  particular  conclusion  or  inference  at  the  solicitor's 
desire :  a  disclosure  of  the  reports  therefore  was  a  yery  different  matter  from 
producing  the  books  themselves :  (see  also  observations  of  a  similar  character 
of  Selbome,  L.  G.  and  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  y.  Lyell^  23  Gh.  D.  pp.  401, 
404,  408,  referred  to  ante^  p.  361,  and  see  anU^  p.  393). 

In  Wright  y.  Vernon^  1  Dr.  344,  protection  was  refused  to  extracts  from 
pariah  regfisters  showing  the  defendant's  pedig^ree,  which  was  in  a  great 
measure  the  same  as  the  plaintiffs,  obtained  by  the  defendants  (not  by  their 
solicitors,  and  explained  on  this  ground  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  LyeUy,  Kennedy ^ 
cited  ante)  for  their  defence  in  an  ejectment  action  brought  against  them 
by  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  same  property,  though  even  if  procured  for 
this  litigation  it  was  said  they  must  have  been  produced,  p.  361,  referring  to 
Story  y.  Lennox,  1  M.  &  C.  625,  as  showing  that  information  obtained  by  a 
party  from  struigers  for  the  purpose  of  the  contest  was  not  privilege  (but 
qu.  see  ante,  p.  392),  and  also  a  pedigree  obtained  from  the  Herald's  College 
(at  the  defendant's  expense,  see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  299),  but  allowed  to 
copies  of  a  supposed  pedigfree  made  for  the  purpose  of  iniorming  counsel  in 
the  ejectment  action,  what  was  the  client's  representation  as  to  their  own 
and  the  plaintiff's  pedig^e. 

There  is  no  rule  that  as  soon  as  parties  are  in  litigation  or  even  in  con- 
troversy upon  those  matters  which  become  the  subject  of  suit  what  each 
party  gets  for  the  purpose  of  the  action  is  protected :  ChurUm  y.  Frewen, 
2  Dr.  &  Sm.  p.  892 :  and  see  Wright  y.  Vernon,  ante. 

Documents  undescribed  were  not  protected  as  being  procured  l^  the 
solicitor  since  the  institution  of  the  suit  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  defence, 
for  they  might  be  anything :  they  might  have  been  procured  from  the 
British  Museum  or  they  might  haye  been  title  deeds :  Balguy  y.  Broadhuret^ 
1  Sim.  N.  S.  111. 

In  Kennedy  y.  Lyell,  23  Ch.  D.  p.  406,  Cotton,  L.  J.  (and  see  also  p.  396, 
referring  to  Felkin  y.  Merbert,  pott),  says  *'  Cases  such  as  Balguy  y.  Broadhurst 
seem  to  go  on  the  ground  that  documents  which  the  solicitor  had  obtained 
although  in  his  employment  as  solicitor  were,  so  to  say,  facts  patent  to  the 
senses  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  362),  and  that  as  there  was  no  ground  of  pro- 
tection but  that  he  had  g^t  them  as  solicitor  for  the  purposes  of  the  defence 
they  must  be  disclosed :  and  see  the  same  judg^  in  Zyell  y.  Kennedy,  cited 
ante,  p.  392. 

Suppose  a  defendant  after  the  institution  of  a  suit  in  searching  for  evidenoe 
or  otherwise  stumbles  upon  and  gets  possession  of  documents,  not  correspon- 
dence of  the  solicitor,  but  pre-existinff  documents  which  would  establish  the 
plaintiff's  right  beyond  doubt,  it  could  not  be  said  that  he  got  it  nnoe  the 
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institntion  of  the  suit  and  for  his  def enoe,  and  he  could  not  protect  himself 
on  that  ground :  Felkin  v.  Herbert,  30  L.  J.  Ch.  p.  798,  where  protection 
was  refused  to  documents  said  to  have  been  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  the 
defence  since  the  institution  of  the  suit  and  not  to  relate  to  or  evidence  the 
plaintiff's  title  (see  as  to  the  use  of  the  word  *'  title ''  in  this  connection,  post^ 
p.  601. 

In  the  case  of  a  plan  it  should  be  explained  what  it  was  and  how  it  was 
made :  ibid,  p.  799 :  see  further  as  to  a  map  or  plan  pott,  p.  608. 

See  also  Cleave  v.  Jones,  cited  post,  p.  428,  where  contents  of  an  account 
book  made  out  and  sent  to  the  solicitor  at  his  request  by  the  client  were 
protected. 

A  recent  decision  of  Butt,  J.  (affirmed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  but  qu.  on 
what  groimds)  in  The  Palermo,  9  P.  D.  6,  may  perhaps  be  explained  on  con- 
siderations of  this  kind.  There  the  defendants  (the  action  being  by  the 
owners  of  ship  B.  against  the  owners  of  shijp  P.  for  damages  by  collision) 
applied  for  inspection  of  copies  (stated  to  be  m  the  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitors  for  the  purpose  of  advising  the  owners  and  for  the  purposes 
of  the  action  and  for  their  use  therein)  of  depositions  made  by  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  It.  relating  to  the  collision  under  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1864,  s.  432 :  (as  to  the  depositions  themselves  see  post,  Chapter  V .) .  The 
application  was  refused,  Butt,  J.  saying,  ''Here  discovery  is  sought  of 
copies  of  certain  depositions  and  these  were  obtained  for  the  purposes  of  this 
action,  and  as  the  phrase  is  '  to  form  part  of  the  brief.'  Therefore  I  think 
they  are  privileged,  and  I  shall  not  inquire  for  what  purpose  the  original 
dei>ositions  were  taken  since  it  is  the  copies  of  which  discovery  is  sought  and 
which  were  obtained  for  the  purposes  I  have  stated."  A  copy  of  a  document 
however  is  in  no  better  position  qu^  privilege  than  if  the  document  itself 
were  obtained. 

It  would  seem  to  follow  to  some  extent  from  these  oases, 
and  see  also  antCy  p.  360,  discussing  Kmnedy  y.  Lyelly  that 
reports  prepared  by  the  solicitor  (or,  within  limits,  by  his 
direction,  see  ante^  p.  392,  and  post^  p.  401)  containing  in- 
formation which  he  has  collected  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  advise  his  client  or  conduct  his  client's  professional 
business,  whether  in  reference  to  litigation  or  not,  would  be 
within  the  priyilege,  although  documents  communicating  the 
information  to  him  from  other  persons  than  his  client  (and 
than  by  his  direction,  as  ante)  are  not  privileged :  see  post^ 
p.  403,  referring  to  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant:  unless  the 
information  has  been  supplied  to  the  solicitor  at  his  request 
for  the  purpose  of  litigation.  That  they  would  be  protected 
where  the  information  has  been  obtained  for  the  purpose  of 
litigation  is  clear :  for  they  are  privileged  even  when  made 
by  third  persons  at  the  solicitor's  request,  see  poat^  p.  413. 
Beports  of  the  results  of  the  solicitor's  inquiries  made  in 
contemplation  of  litigation  in  order  to  obtain  evidence  or 
materiab  for  defending  the  party's  title  to  an  estate  and 
resisting  the  claims  that  might  be  made  against  him  were 
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considered  privileged  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  v.  Lyell, 
23  Ch.  D.  pp.  403 — 404 :  for  the  additional  oiroumstanoe  of 
their  being  handed  or  oommunioated  to  the  client  cannot 
afEect  the  question,  see  ante^  p.  391. 

Subject  to  these  considerations  it  should  seem  that  all 
memoranda  or  writings  of  any  kind  made  by  the  solicitor, 
whether  for  his  own  use  in  his  client's  business,  or  for  the 
client's  use,  are  within  the  privilege  and  stand  in  all  respects 
on  the  same  footing  as  actual  communications  between 
solicitor  and  dient:  see  Oreenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K. 
p.  101 :  and  see  Warrick  v.  Queen^a  College^  36  L.  J.  Ch. 
505.  In  Mo%tyn  v.  West  Mostyn  Coal  Co,  34  L.  T.  531, 
rough  notes  made  by  the  solicitors  and  their  clerks  seem  to 
have  been  protected. 

A  bill  of  costs  has  been  held  privileged  in  the  hands  of  the 
client :  Turton  v.  Barber,  L.  E.  17  Eq.  329 :  and  of  the 
solicitor :  Chant  v.  Brown,  9  Ha.  790  :  for,  p.  794,  it  was  the 
solicitor's  history  of  the  transaction  in  which  he  was  con- 
cerned. See  also  Flight  v.  Rohinson,  8  Beav.  p.  40,  where 
they  were  held  privileged  in  the  client's  hands  so  far  as  they 
related  to  matters  falling  within  the  then  (see  ante,  p.  369) 
restricted  rule  of  privilege. 


(d)  A%   to   Communications   beticeen   the  various  Professional 

Legal  Advisers  of  the  Client. 

These  communications  seem  to  stand  in  every  respect  on 
the  same  footing  as  communications  between  the  client  and 
the  professional  legal  advisers  (see  ante,  Section  VIII.). 

Between  solicitor  and  counsel :  counsel's  opinion :  between 
partners  in  a  firm  of  solicitors  and  between  a  partner  and  a 
clerk  as  to  matters  concerning  which  they  were  instructed  by 
their  clients :  Mostyn  v.  West  Mostyn  Coal  Co,  34  L.  T.  531 : 
between  the  solicitor  and  an  avou^  acting  as  the  solicitor's 
agent  abroad :  MacFarlan  v.  Bolt,  L.  E,  14  Eq.  580 : 
between  the  client  and  a  Scotch  solicitor  also  practising  as 
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law  agent  in  England:  Lawrence  v.  Campbelly  4  Dr,  485: 
between  the  town  and  country  solicitor :  Hughes  v.  Biddulphy 
4  Buss.  190:  between  the  solicitor  and  an  attorney  acting 
within  a  local  jurisdiction  such  as  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court 
and  employed  for  that  purpose  by  the  solicitor :  Goodall  v. 
LiitlBj  1  Sim.  N.  S.  p.  163 :  a  case  sent  for  the  opinion,  and 
the  opinion  of,  a  Dutch  counsel:  Bunbury  v.  Btmbun/y  2 
Beav.  173. 

Draft  pleadings :  WaWmm  v.  Stainton,  2  H.  &  M.  1 : 
Lamb  v.  OrtoUy  22  L.  J,  Ch.  713:  Feaver  v.  Williams^  11 
Jur.  N.  S.  902. 

Draft  agreements:  summary  of  an  agreement  being  an 
agreement  with  notes  alterations  or  cancellations  made  on  it 
by  way  of  advice :  draft  copies  of  lease  with  alterations  and 
notes  by  counsel :  Mostyn  v.  West  Mbstyn  Coal  Co.  34  L.  T. 
p.  532 :  and  see  Manser  v.  Dix^  1  K.  &  J.  pp.  453 — 454. 

Briefs :  Walsham  v.  Stainion :  the  solicitor's  instructions 
even  if  only  to  consent  and  appearing  on  the  back  of  the 
brief:  Nicholl  v.  Jones,  2  H.  &  M.  588,  p.  696. 

Any  matter  of  publid  juris  in  the  brief  is  not  privileged : 
Wakham  v.  Staintmi :  Nicholl  v.  Jones :  for  instance  copies 
of  the  pleadings  in  another  action :  Lamb  v.  Ortan^  p.  714. 
Where  matter  of  this  kind  cannot  be  obtained  in  another 
form  production  of  such  parts  of  the  brief  wiU  be  ordered 
with  liberty  to  cover  up  any  observations  or  marks :  Walsham 
V.  Siainton. 

Counsel's  indorsement  on  a  brief  is  not  a  confidential  com- 
munication :  it  is  the  note  on  which  the  court  frequently  acts 
and  is  equally  publici  juris :  Nicholh  v.  Jones,  p.  695.  Its 
production  will  be  compelled  where  necessary  as  in  the  case 
of  an  order  in  the  Probate  Court  which  does  not  state  the 
parties  who  appeared :  ibid,  pp.  595 — 596 :  or  in  the  case  of 
a  compromise  indorsed  on  the  brief  and  not  stated  in  public 
or  made  an  order  of  the  court :  Plumley  v.  Horrell,  W.  N» 
68,  p.  240 :  with  liberty  to  seal  or  cover  up  every  part  which 
does  not  relate  to  the  order:  Nicholls  v.  Jones:  (and  see 
Bullock  V.  CorriCy  3  Q.  B.  D.  p.  358,  where  it  was  suggested 
in  argument  that  an  agreement  for  compromising  an  action, 
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as  in  Hutchimon  v.  Glove^',  1  Q.  B.  D.  138,  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  judgment  and  therefore  publioi  juris). 

Shorthand  writer's  notes  of  what  was  said  in  open  oourt 
must  be  produced  though  employed  by  one  of  the  parties, 
any  other  matter  therein  being  covered  up :  Nicholl  v.  Jones. 
But  in  a  recent  case  of  Nordon  v.  Defrtesy  8  Q.  B.  D.  508, 
where  the  plaintiff  had  procured  shorthand  writer's  notes  to 
be  taken  of  the  proceedings  in  another  action  in  which  he 
was  defendant  for  the  purpose  amongst  others  of  this  litiga- 
tion, copies  of  the  notes  were  protected ;  qu.  as  to  the  sound- 
ness of  this  decision.  So  in  Rapson  v.  Cubitty  7  Jur.  77,  a 
bill  to  set  aside  a  compromise  of  a  previous  action  between 
the  same  parties,  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C.  refused  to  order  pro- 
duction by  the  defendant  of  a  transcript  of  shorthand  writer's 
notes  of  the  evidence  in  the  action,  considering  the  application 
to  be  a  novelty. 

In  Oandee  y.  Stan»fisld,  28  L.  J.  Gh.  436 :  6  Jar.  N.  S.  778  (also  reported 
7  W.  B.  297,  but  qu.  whether  accurately)  Lord  Bomilly  considered  that  pro- 
ceedings in  the  same  matter  before  either  a  court  of  law  or  a  commissioner  in 
bankruptcy,  or  depositions  before  Inclosure  Commissioners  on  a  question  of 
disputed  boundary,  must  be  produced.  The  actual  decision,  which  dealt 
with  office  copies  of  examinations  in  bankruptcy,  was  partially  reversed,  see 
post,  p.  412 ;  but  these  examinations  are  secret  and  not  publici  juris ;  that 
particular  g^und  for  production  therefore  does  not  exist  in  their  case :  see 
also  pott,  p.  409. 

In  Tyas  v.  Broicn,  42  L.  T.  601 :  27  W.  R.  675,  Malins,  V.  C.  ordered 
production  of  briefs  and  shorthand  notes  of  proceedings  in  lunacy  in  reference 
to  an  agpreement  the  subject  of  the  action  in  order  to  see  whether  the  defen- 
dant's counsel  on  that  occasion  represented  her  in  her  own  right  as  well  as  in 
the  capacity  of  conmiittee,  and  iniether  her  own  interest  in  the  property  as 
well  as  tiiat  of  the  lunatic  was  bound  by  the  agreement,  the  defendant 
allearing  that  she  appeared  only  as  committee  and  that  her  own  interest  was 
not  bound. 


(e)    Where  a  third  Party  is  the  Medium  of  Communication  or 
prepares  tfie  Communication  on  the  Clients  behalf. 

Where  a  third  party  is  only  the  medium  of  communication 
between  the  client  and  the  prof  essionsd  adviser,  that  is  to  say 
where  he  is  only  the  agent  or  representative  of  either  to  make 
or  receive  the  pa^icular  communication,  it  is  clear  that  the 
privilege  is  co-extensive  with  that  which  obtains  where  the 
communication  j)asses  directly :  Russell  v.  Jackson^  9  Ha.  pp. 
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390—391 :  WTieekr  v.  Le  Marchant,  17  Oh.  D.  pp,  683,  684 : 
Mellifih,  L.  J.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank,  8fc.  posty  p.  407 :  Eeid  v. 
LangloiSj  1  M.  &  Q*.  pp.  638 — 639 :  Walker  v.  Wildmany  6 
Mad.  47 :  Carpmael  v.  PotciSy  1  Ph.  687 :  Mackenzie  v.  YeOy 
2  Curteis,  pp.  874—875  :  Mostt/n  v.  JFest  Mostyn  Coal  Co,  34 
L.  T.  p.  532 :  Marriott  v.  Tlie  Anchor^  8fc.  Co.  3  Gfiflf.  p.  307 : 
Hooper  v.  Gummy  2  J.  &  H.  p.  607 :  Bunhury  v.  Bunburyy  2 
Beav.  p.  176  (where  protection  was  refused  as  they  were  not 
professional  oommunieations).  The  privilege  includes  not 
only  communications  made  to  the  professional  agent  himself 
by  the  client  directly  but  all  communications  made  by  the 
client  to  the  solicitor  through  intermediate  agents,  either  by 
employing  a  third  person  to  write  letters  or  by  sending  letters 
through  or  giving  verbal  messages  to  him  to  deliver  to  the 
solicitor :  see  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbiay  2  Oh.  D.  p.  649.  So  where  the  client  requests  his 
agent  (see  posty  p.  416,  as  to  cm  agent)  to  draw  up  a  case  for 
the  opinion  of  his  solicitor  or  counsel  that  is  a  confidential 
communication  for  that  purpose :  ibid,  p.  648 :  or  to  make 
rough  notes  for  the  case  to  be  laid  before  the  legal  adviser, 
see  Fenner  v.  S,  E,  B,  Co,  L.  E.  7  Q.  B.  p.  771,  posty  p.  420  : 
and  see  ante,  p.  391,  referring  to  Southicarky  8fc.  Co,  v.  Quick. 
But  this  proposition  must  not  be  extended  in  its  application 
so  as  to  embrace  every  document  prepared  by  a  third  person 
by  the  client's  direction  with  the  object  of  communicating  it 
to  the  solicitor,  for  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant  {Bee  posty  pp.  401, 
403)  having  established  that  a  report  made  by  a  third  person 
to  the  solicitor  at  his  request  is  not  protected  unless  in  refe- 
rence to  litigation,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  report  made  by  a 
third  person  to  the  client  by  the  client^s  immediate  direction 
but  at  the  solicitor's  request  can  be  in  any  better  position. 

The  privilege  does  not  rest  on  the  absolute  necessity  of 
employing  an  intermediate  agent.  It  exists  equally  whether 
such  employment  was  necessary  or  not :  Beid  v.  LangloiSy  1 
M.  &  G.  pp.  638—639.  In  Cafpmael  v.  PowiSy  1  Ph.  p.  693, 
Lord  Gottenham  held  this  to  be  so  where  the  solicitor  (or  the 
client,  referring  to  Walker  v.  Wildman)  was  being  examined, 
but  doubted  how  it  would  be  where  the  intermediate  agent 
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was  being  examined:  but  qu.  see  post:  and  in  Socper  v. 
Gumm,  2  J.  &  H.  602,  Lord  Hatberley,  pp.  605—606,  con- 
sidered that  Meid  y.  Langlois  established  that  the  privilege 
only  obtained  where  it  was  reasonable  to  employ  an  agent  as 
a  channel  of  communication  as  for  instance  where  a  party 
abroad  employed  his  agent  in  England  to  communicate  with 
his  solicitor.  But  qu.  whether  that  is  the  effect  of  J^eid  y. 
Langlois* 

The  priyilege  embraces  the  letters  sent  by  the  client  to  the 
agent  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  communicated  to  the 
solicitor :  Hooper  y.  Gumm :  Meliish,  L.  J.  in  Anderson  v. 
Bank^  8fc.  post,  p.  407 :  the  communications  between  the 
agent  and  the  solicitor :  ibid,  p.  607  :  Beid  y,  Langlois,  1  M.  & 
G.  p.  649 :  Mackenzie  y.  Yeo,  2  Curt.  866,  pp.  874—875 :  and 
those  from  the  agent  to  the  client  if  stated  to  haye  been  sent 
in  consequence  of  communications  from  the  solicitor :  Hooper 
y.  Oumm,  p.  607. 

The  confidential  and  professiontd  character  of  the  contents 
of  the  letters  from  the  client  to  the  agent  must  of  course  be 
definitely  stated :  Hooper  y.  Gumm,  2  J.  &  H.  p.  608 :  Bun* 
bury  y.  Bunbury,  2  Beay.  p.  176 :  as  in  the  case  of  any  com- 
munications directly  with  the  solicitor. 

In  Original  Hartlepool  Colliery  Co.  t.  Moon,  30  L.  T.  193,  communications 
between  the  person  who  acted  as  managing  agent  of  an  old  ladj  and  her 
solicitor  were  treated  as  passing  between  solicitor  and  client.  So  in  Mac/arlan 
Y.  Solt,  L.  R.  H  Eq.  580,  p.  582,  communications  between  the  agent  of  the 
defendants  and  their  solicitor. 

Where  an  interpreter  was  employed  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  client 
and  solicitor  to  communicate  he  was  protected  as  witness  from  disclosing 
what  passed  during  the  interview :  Du  Ban^e  v.  Livettey  Peake,  108. 

Where  the  solicitor  communicated  with  a  person  whom  he  said  he  con- 
sidered to  be  and  treated  as  his  client's  agent  he  was  protected  as  witnees 
from  difldosing  the  communications  :  Carpmaelv.  FowU,  1  Ph.  687. 

In  this  case  Lord  Cottenham,  p.  693,  refused  to  give  an  opinion  as  to  what 
would  be  the  case  if  the  intermediate  agent  were  baing  examined.  But  it  is 
conceived  that  on  principle  it  should  make  no  difference.'  And  see  Dn  Barre 
V.  Livette,  referred  to  above :  and  Marriott  v.  The  Afiehor,  ^c.  Co,  3  Giff.  p. 
307.  In  Phill.  Evid.  p.  107,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  person  who  acts  as  inter- 
preter or  agent  or  organ  of  communication  between  attorney  and  client  stands 
in  predselj  the  same  position  as  the  attorney  himself.  And  so  in  Tayl.  Evid. 
p.  820. 


*  Both  in  Hooper  v.  Cfumm  and  Eeid  v.  Langloit  the  communications  passed 
in  reference  to  litigation :  but  it  is  not  conceived  that  this  involves  any  dis« 
tinction :  see  the  other  cases  referred  to  ante. 
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Where  a  defendant  went  to  a  person,  not  an  attorney  nor 
pretending  to  be  one,  to  get  a  conveyance  prepared,  and  this 
person  wrote  to  a  relation,  an  attorney,  who  told  him  that  the 
defendant  could  not  convey,  and  he  communicated  this  to  the 
defendant,  it  was  held  not  a  privileged  communication :  Doe 
d.  Pritchard  v.  Jauncet/y  8  C.  &  P.  99. 

Where  a  prisoner  in  custody  wrote  to  a  friend  to  ask  him 
to  inquire  of  Gr.  or  of  any  other  solicitor  whether  the  punish- 
ment of  forging  a  bill  was  the  same  where  the  names  of  the 
parties  were  entirely  fictitious  as  where  they  were  real  persons, 
it  was  held  not  a  privileged  communication,  for  the  relation 
of  attorney  and  client  did  not  exist  then  or  afterwards  between 
the  prisoner  and  Q-.,  and  it  was  not  even  limited  to  Gt. :  it  was 
merely  asking  a  friend  to  find  out  what  was  the  law  on  a 
particular  point :  It.  v.  Bretcevy  6  0.  &  P.  363. 


(f)   Where  a  Third  Person  acts  as  the  Clerk  or  Agent  {in  a 
limited  sense)  of  the  Professional  Legal  Adviser. 

See  as  to  a  shorthand  writer's  notes  of  a  trial  ante^  p.  398. 

Under  certain  circumstances  a  third  party  may  be  regarded 
as  so  doing  the  work  of  the  solicitor  as  to  stand  in  the  position 
of  the  solicitor  himself.  But  this  proposition  must  be  very 
carefully  limited.  The  expression  "doing  the  work  of  the 
solicitor ''  has  been  used  in  so  wide  a  sense  as  to  cover  the 
case  of  any  person  making  reports  for  or  to  the  solicitor  by 
his  direction :  see  posty  p.  415 :  see  also  ante^  p.  392,  citing 
Lyell  V.  Kennedy.  In  this  extended  sense  the  proposition  is 
true  only  where  the  work  is  done  in  reference  to  litigation. 
The  point  was  expressly  decided  in  a  recent  case  of  Wheeler 
V.  Le  Marchanty  17  Ch.  D.  675,  before  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

In  tliifl  caBO  the  defendant  Bought  to  extend  the  rule  of  privilege  bo  as  to 
cover  all  communications  made  to  the  solicitor  by  third  parties  on  the  ground 
that  they,  see  pp.  680—682,  contained  information  required  or  asked  for  by 
the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  the  better  to  advise  his  client. 
And  protection  was  expressly  reused  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  pre- 
pared in  reference  to  litigation  existing  or  contemplated :  (as  to  a  report 
prepared  by  the  solicitor  cuntaining  such  information  see  antCy  p.  395). 
•t  The  solicitor  being  consulted  in  a  matter  as  to  which  no  dispute  has  arisen 

n.  i^D 
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thinks  he  would  like  to  know  some  further  facts  before  giving  his  advice  and 

applies  to  a  snrrejor  to  tell  him  what  the  state  of  a  given  property  is 

To  give  Bach  protection  would  not  only  extend  the  rule  beyond  what  has 
been  previously  laid  down  but  beyond  what  necessity  warrants":  Jessel, 
M.  R.  p.  682.  Nor  could  these  surveyors  be  regarded  as  intermediaries :  for 
although  employed  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  to  do  certain  work  and  in  a 
sense  representatives,  they  were  not  employed  to  communicate  with  the 
solicitor  for  tiie  purpose  of  obtaining  legal  advice ;  their  communications 
were  not  communications  between  the  client  by  his  representatives  and  the 
solicitor  :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  684. 

The  only  case  which  was  considered  to  lend  any  support  to  the  contention 
was  a  case  of  Wilaon  v.  Northampton,  ^e,  Co.  L.  R.  14  Eq.  477,  where  corre- 
spondence between  the  company's  solicitors  and  the  engineers  and  other 
officials  and  agents  of  the  company  in  reference  to  a  contract  to  make  a 
station,  specific  performance  of  which  was  being  sought  in  the  action,  was 

Srotected.  On  this  case  Brett,  L.  J.  observes  that  there  were  probably  some 
ocuments  shut  out  from  production  which  were  of  such  a  character  that  if 
the  decision  really  intended  to  shut  them  out  it  might  give  colour  to  the 
contention  of  the  defendant,  but  that  if  it  was  so  the  decision  was  wrong. 
But  qu.  whether  the  engineers  officiids  and  agents  were  not  representatives 
of  the  company  for  this  purpose. 

It  is  clear  then  that  the  propositioii  must  be  restricted  to 
those  cases  where  the  third  party  is  really  pro  hJk)  vice  the 
solicitor's  clerk,  or  perhaps  (see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  anUy  pp. 
392,  393)  his  confidential  agent.  In  two  cases  of  Wahham 
V.  Staunton  and  Churton  v.  Frewen  (discussed  antey  p.  394) 
there  are  dicta  which  seem  to  lay  it  down  too  broadly. 

In  the  former  case,  p.  4,  Lord  Hatherley  says,  ' '  The  principle  is  established 
that  where  a  person  has  occasion  to  employ  a  solicitor  and  the  solicitor  in 
order  to  enable  himself  to  advise  on  the  matter  calls  in  some  other  person  to 
assist  him  and  give  his  opinion  such  communications  are  as  much  privileged 
as  if  they  come  from  the  solicitor  himself.  In  such  a  case  the  person  called 
in  (here  it  was  an  accountant)  is  pro  hac  vice  the  solicitor's  clerk."  And, 
p.  6,  *'  I  see  no  distinction  of  principle  between  accounts  prepared  by  an 
accountant  employed  by  a  solicitor,  and  those  prepared  by  the  solicitor  him- 
self.    It  is  the  case  of  a  solicitor  employing  a  confidential  ag^nt." 

In  the  other  case,  p.  393,  Kindersley,  Y.  G.  says,  "Suppose  the  person 
who  has  made  the  communication  is  not  the  solicitor  but  his  clerk  it  is  held 
that  that  case  also  comes  within  the  same  principle.  Then  going  a  step 
further  suppose  that  the  person  is  as  in  tne  present  case  neither  the 
solicitor  nor  his  clerk  but  a  stalled  interpreter  of  ancient  documents  employed 
by  the  solicitor  because  he  could  not  so  effectually  do  the  work  himself,  that 
case  woidd  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the  case  of  the  solicitor  or  his 
derk." 

In  each  of  these  cases  the  reports  were  as  a  matter  of  fact  made  in  refer- 
ence to  litigation.    It  might  perhaps  be  argued  that  according  to  Wheder  v. 
Ze  Marehanty  they  could  not  have  been  held  privileged  unless  so  made.    But  • 
qu.  see  ante,  p.  892,  referring  also  to  Lyell  v.  KennSly, 
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IX.  Where  the  Facta  go  beyond  the  intervention  of  a  Third 
Person  in  the  preparing  making  sending  or  receiving 
Documents  or  Oral  Communications  in  the\  Capacities 
considered  antcy  Sect.  VIIL  mb-sects.  {e)  and  (/). 

There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  case  of  authority  in  which 
the  client  has  been  allowed  to  claim  privilege  for  documents 
or  communications  of  this  character  not  having  come  into 
existence  or  passed  in  reference  to  anticipated  or  actual  liti* 
gation.  There  certainly  does  not  seem  to  be  &  priori  any 
reason  why  if  privilege  be  allowed  to  documents  containing 
information  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  solicitor 
to  advise  as  to  the  defence  or  prosecution  of  an  action  and 
for  which  protection  could  not  be  claimed  as  being  materials 
for  evidence,  the  same  privilege  should  not  also  be  allowed  to 
doctmients  containing  information  obtained  by  the  solicitor 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  give  his  client  legal  advice  on 
matters  not  connected  with  litigation.  However  such  is  the 
rule.     See  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchanty  referred  to  ante^  p.  401. 

Answers  to  inquiries  made  by  the  party  or  his  solicitor  of  a  third  person 
are  not  priyileged  merely  as  haying  reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
litigation,  but  the  documents  must  hate  passed  between  these  persons  with 
a  view  to  anticipated  litigation,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabhng  the  pez^ 
son  to  carry  it  on  succes^hilly :  see  Brett,  M.  ft.  in  M^CorquotUUey.  Bell^  1  0. 
P.  D.  p.  476. 

In  a  common  law  action,  London  Ooilight  Co.y,  Chelsea,  6  G.  B.  N.  S.  41 1 :  2S 
L.  J.  G.  P.  275,  protection  was  refused  to  documents  containing  the  results 
of  experiments  made  by  the  defendants  as  to  the  gas  supplied  to  them  by 
the  plaintiffs,  but  not  being  proofs  for  the  purpose  of  the  Utigation,  p.  424  ^ 
(see  further  as  to  this  case,  post^  p.  614).  Letters  passing  between  a  party's 
architect  and  principal  witness  and  the  party's  solicitor,  some  before  a^ 
some  after  dispute  arisen,  were  not  protected  uiough  stated  to  be  of  a  confi- 
dential character,  and  to  have  reference  to  the  questions  in  the  suit,  no£ 
being  alleged  to  contain  the  party's  evidence  or  to  be  in  contemplation  of  the 
suit:  Poffe  v.  Wood,  17  W.  R.  436. 

Where  in  an  action  by  an  incumbrancer  against  a  person  claiming  to  be  a 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  the  incumbrance  the  plaintiif  sought 
the  production  by  the  defendant  of  communications  between  his  solicitor  and 
the  solicitor  of  the  vendor  on  the  occasion  of  the  purchase  in  order  to  prove 
notice,  the  documento  were  ordered  to  be  produced  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  not  written  in  anticipation  of  the  claim  raised  in  the  suit :  Faddon  v« 
Winch,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  666. 

See  also  pott,  p.  440,  referring  to  SramtoeU  v.  Luea$,  as  to  questions  by 
the  client  of  his  solicitor  for  information  as  to  matters  of  fact  and  answers 
thereto,  and  generally  jw«^,  p.  432,  as  to  conmiunications  to  solioitors  from 
coUatml  quarters. 
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X.  As  to  Documents  or  Oral  Communications  Imving  reference 
to  or  connection  with  Litigation  then  existing  or  antici- 
pated (see  anie^  Sect.  IX.)  not  being  Communications 
directly  between  the  Client  and  the  Professional  Legal 
Adviser  or  Communications  or  Documents  standing  on  the 
same  footing  {the  subject  of  Sect.  VIIL  ante)^  that  is  to 
sayy  Documents  or  Oral  Communications  in  the  prepare 
ing  making  sending  or  receiving  of  which  some  Person 
other  than  the  Client  or  his  Professional  Legal  Adviser 
is  concerned  and  is  acting  otherwise  than  in  the  limited 
and  special  Capacities  discussed  ante^  Sect  VIIL  sub" 
sects,  (e)  and  (/). 

(a)  As  to  Documents  or  Communications  of  this  nature  which 

are  not  privileged. 

As  to  documents  previously  in  ezistenoe  or  copies  of  or 
abstracts  from  them  obtained  or  made  for  the  purpose  of 
litigation,  see  antCy  pp.  391 — 395. 

Documents  prepared  since  dispute  in  contemplation  of 
litigation  were  not,  as  such,  privileged:  Maden  v.  Veevers, 
7  Beav.  489 :  nor  are  they  now,  eeepost. 

There  is  no  such  law  as  that  every  communication  made 
by  a  person  to  a  party  with  a  view  to  litigation  in  which  that 
party  is  or  is  about  to  be  engaged  is  protected  whoever  the 
person  is:  see  James,  L.  J.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  656 :  see  also  Fenner  v.  S.  E.  i2.  Co. 
referred  to  post^  p.  420. 

Some  of  the  diota  in  Ros8  ▼.  Oibhi^  L.  R.  8  Eq.  632,  were  made  use  of  by 
counsel  in  Anderton  y.  Bank,  ^e,  in  order  to  suppoit  an  extension  of  the 
priyilege  to  aU  communications  between  a  party  and  an  unprofessional  agent 
in  antioipation  of  or  in  reference  to  litigation  and  with  a  view  to  the  prose- 
cution or  defence  as  the  case  might  be.  But  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  his  judgment 
in  this  case,  and  also  James,  L.  J.  p.  656,  strongly  disapproyed  and  expressly 
decided  against  any  such  extension :  nor  in  fact  was  it  considered  that  the 
Judgment  in  Jtoss  y.  Gibbs  wairanted  the  inferences  that  were  drawn  from  it, 
that  the  Vice  GhanceUor  did  not  intend  to  go  beyond  the  preyious  authorities, 
and  that  he  eyidently  considered  that  the  agent  whose  communications  were 
held  to  be  privileged  had  been  sent  out  to  consult  the  legal  advisers  and  act 
under  their  direction  in  collecting  evidence,  &c. :  see  ibid.  pp.  662 — 663,  666 : 
and  post,  p.  413 :  taid  aoe  post,  p.  416,  as  to  communications  with  agents. 

It  must  be  considered  therefore  that  the  rule  was  laid  down 
too  broadly  by  Brett,  M.  E*  in  IPCorquodale  v.  Belly  1  0.  P. 
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D.  p.  479  (and  see  also  p.  476,  "  questions  asked  and  answers 
given  with  a  view  to  anticipated  litigation  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  a  party  to  oarry  on  such  litigation  success- 
fully"), where  he  includes  within  the  privilege  «dl  documents 
brought  into  being  with  a  view  to  the  conduct  of  litigation 
either  already  commenced  or  anticipated,  and  by  Lindley, 
L.  J.  p.  481,  **  documents  obtained  by  a  party  or  his  solicitor 
with  a  view  to  and  in  contemplation  of  litigation  either 
pending  or  anticipated  though  received  from  persons  uncon- 
nected with  the  litigation,"  although  the  actual  decision  seems 
unquestionable,  the  communications  being  between  the  soli- 
citor  and  a  third  person  and  therefore  within  the  proposition 
BtsAedposty  p.  406. 

Qa.  as  to  the  decision  in  Theodort  Komer,  3  P.  D.  162.  There,  professing 
to  foUow  Southtcarkf  ^.  Co.  v.  Quick  (see  post^  p.  418),  the  Court  of  Admi-t 
ralty  refused  to  order  production  of  two  reports  made  by  surveyors  before 
action  brought  at  the  plaintiffs'  request  to  ascertain  the  cause  of  damage  to 
cargo  of  which  they  were  consignees,  and  which  the  plaintiffs  objected  to 
produce  on  the  ground  that  they  were  documents  written  and  prepared 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  in  this  action.  Southwarky  ^.  Co.  ▼. 
Quick  however  does  not  establish  this  ground  as  of  itself  sufficient,  see  post, 
p.  416 :  and  the  documents  which  were  prepared  for  a  similar  purpose  in 
M^Corquodale  v.  Bell  were  obtained  by  the  solicitors,  see  ante. 

In  Martin  v.  Butehard,  36  L.  T.  732,  the  purchaser  of  a  ship  bringing  an 
action  in  respect  of  alleged  imperfect  construction  was  compelled  to  produce 
two  reports,  one  made  before  the  other  after  the  action  was  commenced,  and 
(as  described  in  the  affidavit)  '*  obtained  for  the  plaintiff's  guidance  and  re- 
lating exclusively  to  his  own  case  and  not  in  any  way  making  out  the  defen<« 
dant's  case,"  following  Bustros  v.  White  commenteii  on  post,  p.  417:  (as  to 
whether  the  latter  ground  was  not  sufficient  to  protect  it,  Bee  post,  p.  486.) 


(b)  As  to  Documents  or  Communications  of  this  {see  heading  of 
this  Sect.  X.)  nature  which  are  Privikged. 

Such  a  document  to  be  privileged  must  (unless  obtained, 
or,  if  a  copy  or  extract,  made,  under  the  special  circumstances 
discussed  ante^  p.  391)  have  come  into  existence  or  been  (con« 
fidentiallj,  see  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant,  posty  p.  414)  prepared, 
if  a  document,  or  passed,  if  an  oral  communication,  after 
litigation  commenced  or  in  view  of  anticipated  (see  Westing^ 
home  V.  Midland  It.  Co,  and  Kennedy  v.  Li/ell^  posty  p.  408) 
litigation,  (as  to  "solely"  or  "merely*'  see  posty  p.  416), 
either  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  evidence  to  be  used  in 
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suoh  litigation,  or  information  which  might  lead  to  the  ob- 
taining of  suoh  evidenoe :  see  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Wheeler  y.  Le 
Marchanty  17  Gh.  D.  p.  681 :  or  information  as  to  the  evidenoe 
which  ooiild  be  obtained :  see  MeUieh,  L.  J.  in  Anderson  y. 
Bank  of  British  Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  659:  or  in  order  to 
supply  the  proof  to  be  inserted  in  the  brief:  Fenner  v.  S.  JS.  B. 
Co.  L.  E.  7  Q.  B.  767,  pp.  771—772,  referred  to  post,  p.  420 : 
London  Oas  Light  Co.  v.  Chelsea,  6  0.  B.  N.  S.  411 :  or  as 
materials  or  information  for  the  brief :  Anderson  y.  Bank  of 
British  Columbia,  p.  656 :  Southtcark  Water  Co.  y.  Quick,  3 
Q.  B.  D.  315,  p.  320,  (regarded  by  Brett,  L.  J.  in  this  last 
case  as  equiyalent  to  '^  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid  before 
the  solicitor,''  see  post,  p.  418,  but  qu.) :  or  under  the  adyioe 
or  direction  of  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
conduct  the  litigation  or  advise  his  client  in  reference  thereto : 
see  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Anderson  y.  Bank  of  British  Columbia, 
pp.  649—650,  662 — ^653:  for  the  purpose  of  giving  advice  or 
obtaining  evidence  in  reference  to  existing  or  contemplated 
litigation :  see  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant,  post,  p.  414 :  or  at 
his  instance  and  for  his  use  for  such  purpose :  Southwark,  8fe. 
Co.  v.  Quick,  pp.  319,  322,  referring  to  Friend  y.  L.  C.  andD. 
R.  Co.  2  Ex.  D.  437 :  or  for  the  purpose  of  being  submitted  to 
him  for  such  purpose :  Southu^rk,  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Quick,  p.  322.* 

The  various  cases  believed  to  bear  out  these  propositions 
are  discussed  post,  sub-sects.  (1)  to  (6) :  and  see  in  particular 
as  to  reports  of  agents  post,  p.  416,  and  communications 
between  co-plaintiffs  and  co-defendants,  post,  p.  422. 

(1)  As  to  distinguishing  between  the  Protection  attaching  to 
Materials  for  Evidence  and  the  Doctrine  of  ProfeS' 
sional  Privilege. 

There  are  two  different  points  of  view  from  which  the 
subject  has  been  regarded  or  rather  perhaps  two  different 
tests  which  have  been  appKed.    In  some  cases  and  by  some 


*  No  reliance  muBt  be  plaoed  on  the  words  in  whidh  protection  was  claimed 
in  Norton  ▼.  LefrU*^  8  Q.  B.  D.  608,  aa  will  be  seen  from  the  report  of  the 
judgment.  Qu.  alao  as  to  minutes  relating  to  the  conduct  of  litigation  held 
.ji^vil«ged  in  Corp,  ofBriaiol  ▼.  Cox^  anU,  p.  389. 
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judges  the  question  has  been  as  to  whether  the  person  con- 
oemed  in  the  preparing  sending  or  receiving  the  documents 
or  oral  communications  could  be  considered  as  performing 
duties  which  properly  devolved  upon  the  professionsJ.  adviser: 
in  other  cases  and  with  other  judges  the  question  has  been 
whether  the  documents  or  oral  communications  could  be  con- 
sidered as  evidence  or  materials  for  the  brief  or  rough  notes 
for  such  evidence  or  materials.  The  former  view  has  been 
perhaps  generally  dwelt  upon  by  equity  judges,  the  latter  view 
principally  in  the  common  law  courts :  see  James,  L.  J.  in 
Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  2  Ch.  D.  p.  656  :  and 
cases  referred  to  poaty  pp.  416,  420.  Now  the  principles 
underlying  these  views  are  different.  Frofessiontd  privilege 
rests  on  the  impossibility  of  conducting  litigation  without 
professional  advice,  whereas  the  ground  on  which  a  party  is 
protected  from  disclosing  his  evidence  is  that  the  adversary 
may  not  be  thus  enabled  so  to  shape  his  case  as  to  defeat  the 
ends  of  justice.  No  doubt  as  a  rule  evidence  obtained  for 
the  purpose  of  litigation  is  usually  collected  directly  or  in- 
directly by  a  solicitor,  still  there  might  be  evidence  or  mate- 
rials therefor  of  which  it  could  not  be  said  that  it  had  been 
so  collected  (as  to  which  see  post,  p.  410).  Again  no  doubt 
the  communications  which  pass  in  anticipation  of  or  pending 
litigation  usually  pass  in  the  course  of  getting  up  evidence, 
as  seems  to  have  been  assumed  by  Bomilly,  M.  B.  in  Simpson 
V.  Barnes,  33  Beav.  482,  in  respect  of  letters  written  by  and 
to  a  third  person  to  and  by  the  solicitor  in  anticipation  of  or 
pending  the  suit,  still  there  are  communications  undoubtedly 
privileged  to  which  it  might  be  di£Scult  to  assign  the  character 
of  evidence  or  of  materials  for  the  brief.  And  in  fact  in 
Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  2  Oh.  D.  p.  658, 
Mellish,  L.  J.  disting^uishes  between  what  he  calls  the  two 
classes  of  privilege,  namely,  first  the  rule  that  a  man  is  not 
bound  to  disclose  confidential  communications  made  between 
him  and  his  solicitor  directiy  or  through  an  agent  who  is  to 
communicate  them  to  the  solicitor,  and  second  the  rule  that  a 
party  is  not  bound  to  communicate  evidence  which  he  has 
pbtidned  for  the  purpose  of  litigation.  So  in  Llewellyn  v.  Bad^ 
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deley^  1  Hare,  p.  632  (referred  to  J9M^,  p.  411),  Wigram,  V.  C. 
oonsidered  that  documents  of  this  character  might  be  priyi- 
leged  without  calling  in  aid  the  doctrine  of  professional 
confidence.  So  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  v.  Lyelly  23  Ch.  D. 
p.  404,  after  referring  to  the  doctrine  of  professional  privilege 
says,  '^  There  is  also  another  principle  that  no  one  is  to  be 
fettered  in  obtaining  materials  for  his  defence,  and  if  he  for 
the  purpose  of  his  defence  obtains  evidence  the  adverse  party 
cannot  ask  to  see  it  before  the  trial.  I  do  not  think  this 
principle  applies  here  but  I  mention  it  that  I  may  not  be 
supposed  to  limit  protection  to  the  simple  professional  privi- 
lege which  arises  where  information  has.  been  obtained  through 
a  solicitor."  Neither  view  therefore  by  itself  seems  com- 
plete and  sufficiently  inclusive. 


(2)  After  Litigation  commenced  or  in  view  of  anticipated  lAti* 

gation  (see  ante^  p.  405). 

There  must  be  some  definite  prospect  of  litigation  and  not 
a  mere  vague  anticipation  of  it. 

In  Westinghoim  v.  Midland  E,  Co.  48  L.  T.  98,  on  app.  462,  the  defendant 
company  claimed  protection  for  letters  and  reports  written  \yj  their  ofGlcials 
and  advisers  with  a  view  to  possible  litigation,  and  in  the  event  thereof  to  be 
submitted  to  the  solicitors,  and  ultimately  so  submitted.  In  a  further  affi- 
davit by  one  of  the  solicitors  it  was  stated  that  a  letter  had  been  addressed 
to  the  secretary  of  the  company  by  the  plaintiff  whidi  was  taken  to  be  an 
intimation  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  proceed  against  them  for  infringe- 
ment of  his  patent,  that  this  let^r  was  handed  to  the  solicitors  with  instruc- 
tions to  advise  the  company  as  to  the  merits  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  that  ever 
since  the  matter  had  been  conducted  with  a  view  ox  gfetting  materials  for  a 
contest  if  necessary :  that  none  of  the  correspondence  would  have  taken  place 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of  the  company,  and  it  arose  only  in 
consequence  of  the  claim  and  the  necessity  of  meeting  it.  It  was  held  by 
Bacon,  V.  0.  and  by  the  Ck)urt  of  Appeal  that  the  letter  did  not  amount  to 
a  threat  of  litigation,  and  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  even  if  it  did,  the 
affidavits  were  not  of  that  certain  character  necessary  to  a  claim'  for  privilege  ; 
they  did  not  specify  what  litigation  was  expected  or  that  the  documents  8ul> 
mitted  to  the  defendants*  solicitors  were  submitted  in  consequence  of  the 
advice  given  to  the  defendants ;  that  it  was  only  in  case  there  should  be 
future  litigation  they  were  to  be  so  submitted. 

Iteference  may  also  be  made  to  the  law  formerly  obtaining  as  to  conunu- 
nioations  between  client  and  solicitor  not  containing  legal  advice  and  the 
distinction  then  existing  between  dispute  having  arisen  and  not  having 
arisen :  see  antCj  p.  368.  And  see  also  Corp.  of  Bristol  v.  Cox^  26  Oh.  B. 
p.  683,  as  to  when  Pearson,  J.  considered  there  was  lis  mota :  and  ante, 
pp.  359,  393,  referring  to  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  and  Kennedy  v.  Lyell  (claims 
to. an  estate). 
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The  Ktigation  which  is  anticipated  need  not,  it  is  conceived, 
be  the  particular  litigation  in  which  the  discoveiy  is  being 
sought,  but  may  be  other  litigation,  either  with  the  same  or 
other  persons,  and  either  involving  the  same  or  different 
subject-matter  or  questions. 

In  a  recent  case  Pearee  ▼.  Fostery  15  Q.  B.  D.  114:  62  L.  T.  886,  where 
privilejfe  was  allowed  for  doctiments  prepared  for  a  preyions  action,  Brett, 
M.  B.  considered  (pp.  119,  120)  that,  the  reason  of  the  privilege  being  to 
ensure  free  communioation  between  solicitor  and  client,  such  freedom  would 
be  impaired  if  at  any  time  or  under  any  circumstances  such  communications 
were  subject  to  discovery,  and  that  the  liability  to  discovery  in  a  subsequent 
action  would  have  this  effect  as  well  as  in  the  original  action.  In  this  case 
it  seems  the  documents  would  haTO  been  privileged  independently  of  any 
litigation,  being  documents  prepared  by  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
fidential communication  between  counsel,  solicitor  and  cbent,  or  '*  pro- 
fessional'* documents  as  defined  by  Bowen,  L.  J.  As  to  these  documents, 
the  judgments  in  this  case  seem  to  establish  that  the  rule  **  once  privileged 
always  privileged ''  applies  without  exception,  there  being  no  such  limitation 
as  that  the  litigation  must  involve  the  same  subject-matter  or  questions,  as 
seems  to  have  been  considered  in  some  old  cases :  see  ante,  p.  371 :  and  in 
fact  the  proposition  laid  down  by  the  author  with  reference  to  such  docu- 
ments {ante,  p.  371}  was  expressly  approved  by  Brett,  M.  B.  The  reasoning 
of  Brett,  M.B.  might  be  applied  to  other  classes  of  privileged  documents : 
however,  Bowen,  L.  J.  expressly  refused  to  lay  down  the  proposition  that 
''once  privileged  always  privileged"  applied  to  all  classes  of  documents, 
having  perhaps  in  his  view  the  class  of  documents  referred  to  an^  p.  407| 
as  being  distinguishable  from  professional  documents. 

Though  a  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Wheeler  y.  Le 
Marehant,  17  Ch.  D.  p.  615,  is  so  worded  as  to  confine  the  privilege  to 
litigation  with  the  particular  adversaiy,  the  general  tone  of  the  judgments 
in  that  case  is  in  accordance  with  the  above  proposition  without  any  limita- 
tion at  all.  In  Kennedy  v.  Lyelly  23  Gh.  D.  387,  discussed  ante^  p.  359,  see 
pp.  391,  400,  403,  407  (Cotton,  L.  J.  being  one  of  the  judges^,  information 
obtained  in  contemplation  of  litigation  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  evidence 
or  materials  for  defending  the  party's  titie  to  resist  claims  that  might  be 
made  against  his  estate,  and  not  in  view  apparently  of  the  particular  litiga- 
tion in  question,  was  treated  on  the  same  footing  as  if  obtamed  in  respect  of 
the  particular  litigation :  and  see  anU,  p.  393,  discussing  Kennedy  v.  Zyell. 
In  Bullock  V.  Oorrie,  3  Q.  B.  D.  356,  damages  had  been  recovered  from  the 
plaintiffs  for  detention  of  a  ship  by  the  shipowners :  correspondence  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  solicitors  (and  apparently  also  between  the  latter  and 
the  shipowners'  solicitors ;  but  qu.  for  it  would  not  be  privileged  at  aU, 
being  between  the  solicitors  of  opposite  parties,  see^«/,  pp.  433,  434)  in  the 
course  of  that  action  were  held  privileged  in  a  subsequent  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  sum  so  paid  in  damages  from  the  defendants,  on 
the  ground  that  they  would  have  been  privileged  in  the  first  action,  the 
rule  being,  according  to  Cockbum,  0.  J.  p.  358,  once  privileged  always 
privileged ;  and  d  fortiori  where  the  two  actions  or  the  facts  in  them  were 
substantially  the  same:  but  qu.  see  ante,  p.  371.  In  Nordon  v.  DefrieSy 
8  Q.  B.  D.  p.  510,  it  was  considered  that  where  documents  were  privileged 
in  one  suit  they  eJiould  also  be  privileged  in  another  suit  arising  out  of  the 
same  subject-matter,  and  therefore  that  where  protection  was  claimed  for 
documents  as  having  come  into  existence  for  the  purpose  amongst  others  of 
the  action,  it  being  evident  that  tiie  other  purposes  were  other  fitig-ation,  it 
was  sufficient,  for  they  would  have  been  privileged  in  that  litigation :  see 
further  as  to  this  ease  ante^  p.  398. 
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(3)  For  the  Purpose  of  obtaining  Evidence  or  Information  re* 
lating  thereto  or  Materiak,  8fc.  (see  ante,  p.  405). 

It  is  pointed  out  pottj  p.  477,  in  disonsdng  the  application  to  production 
of  docnments  of  the  principle  that  a  party  is  not  compelled  to  discoyer  the 
evidence  of  his  case,  that  it  is  necessary  to  separate  the  consideration  of 
documents  constituting  in  themselves  evidence  for  the  party  from  those  which 
only  contain  the  evidence  that  may  he  used  orally  at  the  hearing.  As  ta 
documents  of  the  former  kind,  to  entitle  them  to  protection  they  must  evi- 
dence exclusively  the  party's  own  case,  and  if  they  contain  any  matter  which 
might  tend  to  support  the  opponent's  case  they  must  he  produced.  But  as 
to  documents  of  the  second  kind,  such  as  are  now  under  consideration,  no 
such  restriction  as  to  the  effect  of  the  matter  contained  therein  in  supporting 
the  opponent's  case  ohtains.  They  might  wholly  tend  to  support  the 
opponent's  cose  and  yet  they  are  protected.  In  Llewellyn  v.  £addeley,  1 
Hare,  p.  632,  Wigram,  V.  C.  seemed  to  consider  that  the  protection  given 
to  documents  of  this  character  depended  on  the  view  that  they  supported 
the  party's  case  as  was  there  sworn,  and  refused  to  give  an  opinion  as  to 
what  his  decision  would  he  if  it  appeared  that  the  document  m  question 
uegatiyed  the  party's  case.  But  this  cannot  he.  No  doubt  such  documents 
just  as  any  other  documents  are  protected  if  they  can  be  said  to  relate 
exclusively  to  the  party's  own  case  and  to  contain  nothing  impeaching  it  or 
supporting  the  adyorsary's  case,  Beepoat,  p.  485« 


Where  the  evidence  or  information  has  been  procured  by 
the  client  under  the  direction  of  the  solicitor  it  stands  on  the 
same  footing  as  if  it  was  procured  directly  by  the  solicitor 
and  is  clearly  privileged,  see  post,  p.  413 :  the  client  is  for 
this  purpose  the  quasi-agent  of  the  solicitor :  see  Jessel,  M.  B. 
Anderson  v.  Bank,  8fc,^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  650 :  aniposty  p.  415. 

So  where  it  has  been  procured  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
munication to  the  solicitor :  see  antej  p.  391 :  and  post^ 
p.  415 :  but  see  as  to  reports  from  a  party's  agents  post^ 
p.  417. 

Where  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  so  procured  (for 
instance  he  may  be  acting  without  a  solicitor,  see  Storey  v, 
Lennox  and  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^  post),  it  is 
conceived  that  on  principle  it  should  be  protected  as  being 
materials  for  evidence,  see  the  references  ante,  p.  406 : 
although,  as  said  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Li/ell  v.  Kennedy,  cited 
ante,  p.  362,  and  see  ante,  p.  392,  if  a  man  acts  for  him- 
self and  does  not  employ  a  solicitor  he  cannot  protect  that 
which  if  he  had  employed  a  solicitor  would  be  protected  (or 
"he  must  produce  or  disclose  whatever  he  learns,"  but  qu.). 
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The  following  are  the  piinoipal  authorities  bearing  on  the 
point. 

In  storey  ▼.  Lennox,  1  M.  &  0.  626,  p.  637,  Lord  Ootienham  ref  ased  to  give 
any  opinion  whether  a  person  aeting  for  himself  without  a  professional 
adyiser  and  corresponding  with  others  with  a  yiew  to  actual  or  expected 
litigation  onght  to  be  equally  protected  against  being  compelled  to  reveal 
the  result  of  his  enquiries :  and  see  ante,  p.  392,  referring  to  this  case  and 
LydlY,  Kennedy,  In  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^  2  Ch.  B.  p.  658, 
Hellish,  L.  J.  says,  **  Now  in  determining  to  what  extent  the  latter  pnvilege 
(evidence  obtained  for  the  nurpose  of  litigation)  goes  and  whether  it  is  oon- 
nned  to  cases  where  a  solicitor  is  employed  or  extends  to  cases  where  a 
man  acts  as  his  own  soHoitor,  some  very  nice  questions  may  arise, 
particularly  when  the  evidence  is  not  obtained  for  the  direct  purpose 
of  being  given  in  the  action  but  is  obtained  before  the  action  is  com- 
menosd  or  before  the  defence  is  pleaded  in  order  that  the  party  who  seeks 
it  may  obtain  information  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  he  will 
defend  the  action  or  commence  an  action."  And  his  opinion  evidently  was 
that  information  obtained  by  a  party  even  before  action  actually  determined 
on  (for  instance  in  the  case  of  a  collision  from  the  passengers  and  crew) 
respecting  the  evidence  which  could  be  given  by  certain  persons  should  be 
protected,  except  in  the  case  of  an  agent  under  the  circumstances  considered 
post,  p.  416.  See  also  observations  of  Blackburn,  J.  in  Fenner  v.  S,  E.  B.  Co, 
L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  771,  referred  to  post,  p.  420:  of  Cockbum,  C.  J.  in  Chartered 
Bank  of  India  v.  Bieh,  4  B.  &  S.  p.  83  (but  not  now  of  authority,  see  post, 
p.  419) :  and  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  23  Gh.  B.  p.  404,  referred 
to  anU,  p.  408. 

Storey  v.  Lennox,  ante,  aiBrming  Lord  Langdale,  1  Keen,  341,  was  a  bill  of 
discoveiy  filed  by  the  defendants  to  an  action  on  a  life  policy  against  the 
plaintiff  in  aid  oi  their  defence.  Lord  Cottenham,  at  p.  536,  observes  (and 
see  Lord  Laogdale,  1  Keen,  p.  357,  die^post,  p.  472),  <*The  defendant  has 
set  up  no  deience  against  the  production,  unless  the  proposition  can  be 
maintoined,  that  a  plaintiff  is  not  entitied  to  inspect  any  document  which  is 
and  contains  information  furnished  to  the  defendant,  as  to  evidence  which 
can  be  produced  or  given  on  the  defendant's  behalf  against  a  plaintiff,  the 
producmg  of  which  to  the  plaintiff  might  disclose  the  names  of  witnesses  (as 
to  this  see  Freston  v.  Carr,  post)  intended  to  be  examined,  and  evidence  in- 
tended to  be  given  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  the  action."  And  he 
held  that  this  did  not  constitute  a  g^und  for  protection.  But  this  proposi- 
tion is  of  far  wider  scope  then  any  that  is  contended  for  ante,  p.  406 :  and 
Bee  post,  p.  412. 

tk  Llewellyn  v.  Baddeley,  1  Ha.  p.  633,  Wigram,  Y.  0.  refers  to  Lord 
Cottenham* s  judgment  in  this  case  and  states  it  as  his  impression  that  Lord 
Cottenham  considered  the  privilege  of  a  document  in  a  case  such  as  the  one 
before  him  to  depend  in  principle  on  the  purpose  for  which  and  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  obtained,  and  not  exclusively  on  the  character  of 
the  person  who  might  actually  obtain  it.  Thia  was  a  suit  for  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  to  sell  an  estate,  and  the  document  in  question  was  a 
valuation  made  by  a  surveyor  at  the  defendants'  order  in  order  to  ascertain 
its  real  value  and  for  the  purpose  of  resisting  this  suit  (the  defence  being 
inadequate  consideration),  and  forming  part  of  their  evidence,  and  (as  to 
this  point,  see  ante,  p.  410)  not  sup^rting  the  plaintifTs  case.  After  saying 
that  such  documents  might  be  privileged  without  calling  in  aid  the  doctrine 
of  professicmal  confidence  (see  ante,  p.  410),  that  the  point  which  he  decided 
was  expressly  saved  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  Storey  v.  Lennox,  and  that  his 
decision  was  authorized  by  Curling  v.  Perring,  and  Preston  v.  Carr,  post, 
he  said,  '*  I  could  not  order  the  production  of  tlus  document  without  deciding 
that  a  plaintiff  may  require  a  discoveiy  from  the  defendant  of  the  particulars 
of  the  evidence  to  be  given  by  each  of  his  witnesses  except  so  far  as  he  could 
show  (as  to  this,  see  antOy  p.  361)  that  his  knowledge  on  the  subject  was 
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exdusively  derived  from  his  solicitor,'* — a  decision  which  it  would  be  difGLcolt 
to  reconcile  with  the  principle,  that  each  party  has  a  right  to  know  his 
opponent's  case  but  not  the  eyidence  hj  which  that  case  is  to  be  supported : 
ana  accordingly  he  refused  to  order  production  of  the  document  as  oeing  a 
minute  of  the  witness's  evidence.  See  also  Micklethwait  y.  Moore^  3  Mer.  295, 
where  a  surveyor's  report  of  an  estate  referred  to  in  the  bill  was  protected, 
but  (see  anUy  p.  247)  under  different  circumstances. 

In  Preston  v.  Carr,  1  Y.  &  J.  175,  the  plaintiff  was  held  not  entitled  to  see 
communications  after  suit  between  the  defendant  and  other  persons,  his 
witnesses,  with  a  view  to  his  proofs,  being  statements  of  fact  which  they 
would  prove :  p.  179  :  and  the  defendant  was  protected  also  apparently  from 
particularizing  the  documents  on  the  ground  that  it  would  involve  a  disclo- 
sure of  the  names  of  his  witnesses  (see  Storey  v.  Lennox ^  ante),  and  to  some 
extent  of  the  nature  of  his  proofs. 

In  Curling  v.  Perring,  2  M.  &  K.  380,  the  documents  in  question  were 
correspondence  between  the  solicitor  and  a  third  person  after  dispute :  but 
in  extending  protection  to  them  Lord  Cottenham,  p.  381,  said  that  other- 
wise it  would  be  impossible  for  a  defendant  to  write  a  letter  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  information  on  the  subject  of  the  suit  without  the  liability  of 
having  the  materials  of  his  defence  disclosed  to  the  adverse  party. 

In  Kerr  v.  Gillespie,  7  Beav.  572,  protection  was  refused  to  letters  written, 
by  a  party  confidentially  to  his  agent  abroad  and  in  reference  to  his  defence. 
But  they  were  not  alleged  to  contain  his  evidence ;  and  at  that  date  the 
privilege  was  more  restricted:  see  ante,  p.  368:  and  Bee  post,  p.  415,  as  to 
communication  with  agents. 

Beports  of  scientific  men  (considered  to  be  witnesses,  see  Fenner  v.  S.  E,  R, 
Co.  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  p.  771)  obtained  as  to  some  by  the  locomotive  superintendent, 
and  as  to  others  by  the  solicitor  of  the  company  on  the  cause  of  an  accident 
in  view  of  litigation  were  protected  in  Woolley  v.  N.  L,  R.  Co.  L.  B.  4  G.  P« 
602.  In  the  same  case  a  guarantee,  given  seven  years  previously  of  the 
materials  used  in  the  engine  of  the  train  to  which  the  accident  happened, 
was  ordered  to  be  produced.  Qu.  whether  it  could  have  been  privileged  as 
a  document  constituting  evidence. 

In  Gandee  v.  Stamjield,  4  D.  G-.  &  J.  1,  reversing  Lord  Bomilly,  28  L.  J. 
Gh.  436  :  5  Jur.  N.  S.  778  (also  reported  in  7  W.  R.  297,  but  qu.  whether 
accurately)  office  copies  ot  the  examinations  of  the  plaintiff  (the  decision  in 
the  court  below  as  to  the  examinations  of  other  persons  was  apparently  not 
appealed,  see  the  reports  in  the  Law  Journal  and  Jurist)  taken  in  bank- 
ruptcy before  bill  filed  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants  who  were  the  bank- 
rupt's assignees  and  apparently  for  the  purpose  of  this  litigation  (described 
as  being  of  the  nature  of  minutes  of  their  evidence)  were  protected :  see  also 
ante,  p.  398,  referring  to  this  case.  In  Fenion  v.  Queen^s  Ferry,  ^c.  Co.  38  L.  J. 
Gh.  263 :  17  W.  R.  685,  office  copies  of  examination  in  bankruptcy  (and  affi- 
davits in  support  of  the  applications  therefor)  of  the  plaintiffs,  of  the  directors 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  of  other  persons  were  protected  by  Malins, 
y.  G.  not  as  such  (see  ante,  p.  409),  butasnaving  been  taken  by  the  plaintiff 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  get  legal  advice  as  to  the  institution  of 
this  suit.  See  also  Bell  v.  Johnson,  1  J.  &  H.  682:  9  W.  R.  549  :  Mx  parte 
Kenrick,  7  L.  T.  287,  further  as  to  these  examinations. 

It  would  follow  from  the  propositions  laid  down  ante^ 
p.  406,  and  the  authorities  just  considered,  see  in  particular 
Storey  v.  Lennox^  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  production  of  a 
document  will  disclose  the  evidence  that  is  intended  to  be 
pven  at  the  trial  is  not  of  itself  a  ground  for  protection.  In 
Lletcellyn  v.  BaMeley^  1  Hare,  p.  532,  "Wigram,  V.  C.  con- 
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Bidered  that  Whitbread  v.  Ourney^  referred  to  post^  p.  424, 
Storey  v.  Lennox^  ante,  and  Crreenlaw  v.  JTm^,  antey  p.  387, 
decided  that  not  every  dooument  which  has  come  into  existence 
since  the  dispute  commenced  having  reference  to  the  dispute 
is  necessarily  privileged  only  because  it  discloses  the  evidence 
to  be  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

Where  the  evidence  information  or  materials  have  been 
procured  directly  or  indirectly  by  the  solicitor  they  ore  clearly 
privileged. 

Evidence  obtained  bj  the  solioitor,  or  by  bis  direction  or  at  bis  instance, 
even  if  obtained  by  the  client,  is  protected,  if  obtained  after  litigation  has 
been  commenced  or  threatened  or  with  a  view  to  the  defence  or  prosecution 
of  sach  litigation:  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant^  17  Ch.  B. 
p.  682  (and  eee  the  same  judge  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia  re- 
ferred to  post,  p.  416,  and  ante,  p.  410)  approved  by  BaggaUay,  L.  J.  in 
Kennedy  y.  Lyell,  23  Gh.  D.  p.  400.  If  a  solicitor  in  contemplation  of  litiga- 
tion obtains  a  report  from  a  person  whom  he  employs  to  collect  evidence  that 
report  undoubtealy  is  privileged :  Cotton,  L.  J.  ibid,  p.  405.  Solicitors  are 
protected  in  all  communications  with  persons  whom  they  suppose  capable  of 
nving  evidence  in  favour  of  their  clients :  Lafone  v.  Falkland  Islands  Co,  4 
K..  &  J.  p.  36,  commenting  on  Curling  v.  Ferring,  ante :  (and  see  Blackburn,  J. 
in  Maiden  v.  G,  N.  M.  Co,  L.  B.  9  Ex.  p.  301,  but  not  now  of  authority,  see 
post,  p.  419) :  with  a  mine  agent :  Original  Hartlepool  Collieries  Co,  v.  Moon, 
30  L.  T.  pp.  685 — 586 :  but  as  to  communications  with  an  ag^nt  see  post, 
p.  416.  See  also  generally  as  to  matter  obtained  directly  or  indirectly  by  a 
solicitor /M><^  (4). 

Where  protection  was  claimed  for  documents,  among  which  were  letters 
from  the  solicitor  to  a  person  who  had  been  examined  as  a  witness  at  the 
trial  of  an  action  between  the  same  parties  and  to  which  the  suit  related,  as 
being  papers  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit  prepared  and 
written  after  its  institution  for  the  puipose  of  the  defence  in  that  suit  and 
the  action,  protection  was  refused  to  the  letters,  Shadwell,  V .  C.  p.  478,  con- 
sidering that  he  could  not  infer  that  they  contained  confidential  communica- 
tions merely  because  they  were  written  by  the  solicitor  to  the  witness  or  from 
what  was  stated  about  them :  Mayor  of  Dartmouth  v.  Soldsworth,  10  Sim.  476. 


(4)  Under  the  Advice  or  Direction  of^  or  at  the  instance  and  for 
the  use  of  or  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the 
Solicitor  (see  ante^  p.  406). 

Information  obtained  directly  or  indirectly  by  a  solicitor 
for  the  purpose  of  litigation  seems  to  be  recognized  as  clearly 
within  the  privilege  although  not  strictly  referable  to  the 
collection  of  evidence :  see  ante^  p.  407,  as  to  the  distinction). 

Information  obtained  from  a  third  person  by  a  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of 
litigation  is  privileged :  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  2  Gh.  B. 
p.  649.  You  cannot  ask  him  what  the  information  he  obtained  was.  It 
may  be  information  simply  for  the  purpose  of  knowing  whether  he  ought  to 
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defend  or  prosecute  the  action,  but  it  may  be  also  obtained  in  the  sbape  of 
collecting  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  such  prosecution  or  defence.  All  that 
therefore  is  privileged :  Jessel,  M.  B.  ibid.  p.  650 :  and  see  Kennedy  y.  Zpell^ 
23  Ch.  B.  p.  403 :  and  ibid.  9  App.  Gas.  p.  86 :  and  ante,  pp.  360,  395. 

Documents  communicated  to  the  solicitors  by  third  parties  containing 
information  required  or  asJced  for  by  the  solicitors  are  protected,  where  they 
have  come  into  existence  after  litigation  commenced,  or  in  contemplation, 
and  when  they  have  been  made  with  a  view  to  such  litigation,  either  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  advice  as  to  such  litigation  or  of  obtaining  evidence  to 
be  used  in  such  litigation  or  of  obtaining  information  which  might  lead  to 
the  obtaining  of  such  evidence :  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marehanty  17 
Ch.  D.  p.  681 :  and  see  Southtoark,  fe.  Co.  v.  Quick,  3  Q.  6.  D.  pp.  319,  322^ 
referring  to  Friend  v.  L.  C.  and  D.  M.  Co.  2  Ex.  D.  437,  cited  po«^  p.  421. 

Communications  between  the  solicitor  and  a  third  person  in  the  course  of 
advising  his  client  are  only  protected  when  in  contemplation  of  some  litiga- 
tion, or  for  the  purpose  of  giving  advice  or  obtaining  evidence  with  reference 
to  it :  all  communications  which  he  makes  and  are  made  to  him  for  the  pur- 

SDse  of  giving  him  the  information  are  in  fact  the  brief  in  the  action :  see 
otton,  L.  J.  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant,  17  Ch.  D.  p.  684.  And  in  this  case 
production  was  ordered,  see  p.  685,  of  all  the  documents  except  such  as  were 
prepared  confidentially  (see  ante,  p.  378)  after  dispute  arisen  between  the 
plamtiff  and  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  information  evidence  or 
legal  advice  with  reference  to  litigation  existing  or  contemplated  between  the 
parties  to  the  action. 

Information  obtained  through  an  agent  under  the  advice  and  direction  of 
the  solicitor  relative  to  litigation  and  with  a  view  to  it  is  as  much  protected 
on  principle  as  if  it  was  procured  through  a  solicitor :  Rose  v.  Oibbe,  L.  B.  8 
Eq.  p.  624,  as  explained  by  Jessel,  M.  B.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia,  2  Ch.  D.  p.  653 :  and  whether  as  a  matter  of  fact  obtained  for  the 
purpose  of  knowing  whether  to  defend  or  prosecute  the  action  or  as  mate- 
rials for  evidence :  see  ibid.  p.  650. 

The  communications  of  the  person  at  a  distance  communicating  the  in- 
formation desired  by  the  solicitor  are  protected  whether  addressed  directly  to 
the  solicitor,  or  to  the  party  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the 
solicitor :  Lafone  v.  Falkland  Islands  Co.  4  K.  &  J.  34 :  and  see  Anderson  y. 
Bank,  ^e.  p.  650.  In  Lafone  y.  Falkland  Islands  Co.  a  report  containing 
information,  sent  by  the  company's  agent  abroad  to  the  managing  director 
in  England  in  answer  to  enquiries  which  the  solicitor  had  requested  the  latter 
to  moke  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  evidence,  was  protected,  and  was 
assumed  to  have  been  procured  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the 
solicitor  though  there  was  no  express  assertion  to  that  effect :  (see  further 
post,  referring  to  SoiUhwark,  ^e,  Co.  y.  Quick  as  to  this  purpose). 

Information  sent  at  the  instance  of  the  solicitor  by  an  agent  employed  by 
him  or  by  the  client  on  the  recommendation  of  the^solicitor,  or  in  some  way 
or  other  procured  by  a  solicitor  acting  in  the  case  for  his  client,  is  protected : 
Bustros  y.  White,  I  Q.  B.  D.  p.  427. 

In  M^Corquodale  y.  Bell,  1  C.  P.  B.  471,  the  plaintiffs,  suspecting  that  the 
defendants  had  tampered  with  certain  tenders  delivered  by  tne  plaintiffs  for 
the  supply  of  goods  to  a  railway  company,  requested  their  solicitors  to  make 
enquiries  of  the  company's  solicitor  with  a  view  to  ascertain  the  truth  of 
their  suspicions  and  to  enable  them  to  commence  proceedings  if  desirable. 
The  correspondence  between  their  solicitors  and  the  company  s  s<^citor8  was 
held  privileged,  not  because  it  was  written  privatdy  and  confidentially,  nor 
merely  as  having  reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation,  but  be- 
cause the  questions  were  asked  and  the  answers  given  with  a  view  to  anti- 
cipated litigation:  see  ante,  p.  406,  discussing  some  of  the  diota  in  this 


It  is  not  however  neoessarj  that  the  dociunentB  should 
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have  been  prepared  or  the  oral  oommimications  made  at  the 
instanoe  or  at  the  request  of  the  solicitor :  see  Southwark^  Sfc. 
Water  Co.  v.  Quick,  3  Q.  B.  D.  315. 

The  true  principle  is  that,  if  a  document  comes  into  exist- 
ence for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the  solicitor 
with  the  object  of  obtaining  his  advice  or  of  enabling  him 
either  to  prosecute  or  defend  an  action,  then  it  is  privileged 
because  it  is  something  done  for  the  purpose  of  serving  as  a 
communication  between  the  client  and  his  solicitor,  and  it 
makes  no  difEerence  whether  in  fact  it  has  or  ha^  not  been 
laid  before  the  solicitor  so  long  as  it  was  bon&  fide  prepared 
with  that  object,  and  is  so  stated  in  the  affidavit :  see  ibid. 
pp.  318,  320,  323 :  (see  Theodore  Kornerj  ante^  p.  405, 
professing  to  follow  this  case :  and  see  also  this  case  further 
cited  postf  p.  418).  The  documents  in  question  in  this 
action  passed  in  contemplation  of  litigation :  qu.  within 
what  limits  this  principle  is  applicable  where  the  communi- 
cations have  no  reference  to  litigation,  see  ante^  p.  391.  See 
Westinghouse  v.  Midlandy  8fc.  Co.  ante^  p.  408,  as  to  the 
necessity  of  clearly  alleging  that  the  documents  were  pre- 
pared for  this  single  purpose :  and  also  posty  p.  423,  in 
reference  to  communications  between  co-defendants :  and  post^ 
p.  419,  as  to  the  non-necessity  of  expressly  alleging  that  they 
were  prepared  "  solely  "  or  "  merely  "  for  this  purpose. 

Reports  from  the  party's  agents  (but  see  farther  posty  p.  416,  as  to 
agents)  after  dispute  sent  for  the  purpose  of  forming  rough  notes  from  which 
a  statement  was  to  be  made  and  laid  before  the  solicitor  previous  to  his  being 
actmilly  consulted  were  proteoted  in  a  common  law  action  of  Chartered  Bank 
of  India  v,  £ich,  4  B.  &  S.  73,  p.  83  (not  now  of  authoritj,  see  post^ 
p.  419). 

See  also  Jessel,  H.  B.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  2  Gh.  D. 
pp.  648,  649,  ante,  p.  399. 

Where  the  third  person  (or  even  the  client)  is  doing  the 
work  of  the  solicitor  his  communications  are  protected.  It 
must  be  noted  that  the  sense  in  which  the  client  or  third 
party  is  here  said  to  be  doing  the  solicitor's  work  is  very 
different  to  that  more  limited  sense  in  which  it  has  been  seen 
that  privilege  will  attach  whether  the  work  is  done  in  refer- 
ence to  litigation  or  not,  see  antCy  p.  401. 

In  Anderson  t.  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  2  Oh.  D.  p.  662,  Jeaael,  If.  B. 
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refers  with  approval  to  a  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Wood,  V.  C.  in  Lafone 
V.  Falkland  Islands  Co.  4  £.  &  J.  36.  There  he  says  after  referring  to  Steele 
y.  Stewart^  1  Ph.  471,  ''It  seems  to  me  that  the  principle  there  laid  down  bj 
Lord  Lyndhurst  is  that  the  true  test  is  not  whether  the  person  who  is  at  a 
distance  and  communicates  the  information  in  question  is  the  agent  of  the 
BoUcitor  and  sent  out  by  the  solicitor  or  the  ag^nt  of  the  defendant  and  sent 
out  by  him :  as  Lord  Lyndhurst  there  says,  he  may  hare  been  sent  out  by 
the  defendant,  and  yet  in  collecting  the  information  he  may  have  acted 
under  the  direction  and  as  agent  of  the  solicitor :  but  the  true  test  is  whether 
such  person  in  transmitting  that  information  was  discharging  a  duty  whidi 
properly  devolved  on  the  solicitor  and  which  would  have  been  performed  by 
the  solicitor  if  the  circumstances  of  the  case  had  admitted  of  his  performing 
it  in  person  "  :  and  see  Chartered  Bank  of  India  v.  Ricky  4  B.  &  S.  p.  83. 

The  solicitor  is  not  bound  any  more  than  the  client  to  do  the  work  him- 
self :  he  is  not  bound  to  collect  information  or  testimony :  he  may  employ 
clerks  or  agents,  and  on  the  same  principle  as  information  direcUy  acquired 
by  the  solicitor  is  privileged  so  is  that  by  the  clerk  or  agent.  Or  where 
neither  he  nor  his  clerk  nor  an  ordinary  ag^nt  can  obtain  it,  as  for  instance 
in  a  foreign  country,  he  may  request  the  client  to  obtain  it  himself  and  the 
information  so  obtained  by  the  client  at  the  request  or  advice  of  the  solicitor 
is  in  a  sense  obtained  by  him  as  the  agent  of  the  solicitor.  In  other  words 
if  a  solicitor  asks  the  client  to  send  somebody  to  collect  information  it  is  the 
same  thing  as  if  the  solicitor  himself  had  written  to  a  person  in*  foreign  parts 
asking  for  information :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  ibid.  pp.  649 — 650,  652.  Or  ac- 
cording to  Steele  v.  Stewart^  1  Ph.  p.  475,  the  agent  is  regurded  as  ^e 
fiolicitor  and  therefore  his  communications  to  the  dient  are  those  of  the 
solicitor. 


(5)  As  to  Communications  from  and  to  the  Party* s  Agents. 

The  pTopoBitions  ante^  p.  405,  must  be  appUed  with  some 
caution  (see  further  post^  p.  421,  as  to  the  result  of  the  oases) 
to  oommunioations  to  a  partj  by  his  agents :  for  the  know- 
ledge of  the  agent  in  the  matter  of  the  agencj  is  that  of  the 
principal:  see  ante^  p.  138.  In  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  667,  James,  L.  J.  states  to  the  effect 
that  the  principle  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  see  that  whioh 
Comes  into  existence  merely  as  the  materials  for  the  brief  has 
no  application  to  a  oommimication  between  a  principal  and 
his  agent  in  the  matter  of  the  agency  giving  information  of 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  very  transaction  which  is 
the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation.  This  may  perhaps  be 
rather  too  broadly  stated :  see  post,  p.  421.  In  the  same  case 
sufficient  regard  (see  Mellish,  L.  J.  p.  659)  would  hardly 
seem  to  have  been  paid  to  the  distinction  pointed  out  by 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Southwark  Water  Co.  v.  Quick,  3  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  321,  between  discovery  by  production  of  documents  and 
discovery  by  means  of  interrogatories.     It  does  not  neoes- 
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sarilj  follow  that  if  the  information  must  be  given  when 
required  in  answer  to  interrogatories  the  document  con- 
taining the  information  must  be  produced.  This  distinction 
was  certainly  lost  sight  of  by  Cockbum,  C.  J.  in  English  v. 
Tottiey  1  Q.  B.  D.  p.  144,  post.  See  also  Pavitt  v.  North 
Metrcpolitan  Tramicaya  Co.  and  Gort  v.  Roicmyj  ante^  p.  364. 

'  In  English  y.  Tottie^  1  Q.  6.  D.  141,  the  defendant  pnrchafied  wood  in 
Sweden,  and,  before  it  was  shipped,  re- sold  it  to  tiie  plaintifP.  The  plaintiff 
haying  complained  of  a  portion,  the  defendant  wrote  to  his  agents  to 
obtain  information  from  the  yendors  on  the  subject  of  these  complaints,  and 
eyentuallj  receiyed  a  large  compensation  from  them.  This  correspondence 
the  defendant  refused  to  produce  on  the  g^round  that  they  were  confidential 
communications  after  claim  made.  Production  was  ordered  oy  Cockbum,  C.J. 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  put  in  possession  of  aU  the  facts 
of  the  case,  and  this  information  being  in  the  breast  of  the  defendant  ought 
to  be  disclosed  (as  to  which  see  ante)y  and  bj  Blackburn,  J.  on  the  g^round 
that  the  correspondence  was  in  no  sense  the  work  of  an  attorney.  So  far  as 
the  facts  were  disclosed  the  case  was  hardly  distingfuishable  from  Anderson  ▼. 
Sank  of  British  Columbia.  No  attempt  seems  to  haye  been  made  in  the 
affidayit  to  claim  protection  for  them  as  information  obtained  for  the  purpose 
of  eyidence. 

In  Anderson  y.  Bank,  ^e,  2  Ch.  D.  644,  the  manag^er  observing  that  liti- 
gation was  imminent  and  feeling  that  it  was  essential  that  the  bank  should 
haye  the  benefit  of  legal  advice  and  that  for  that  purpose  there  should  be 
obtained  full  particulars  of  aU  the  facts  and  circumstances  likely  to  be  re- 
quired by  the  solicitor  telegraphed  to  the  branch  manager  abroad,  *'  Claims 
referred  to  letter  18  Septr.  made  for  25,000  dollars.  Bend  by  letter  fullest 
particulars  whole  transactions  especially  cargo  Melancthon  and  copy  ac- 
count": the  letter  from  the  branch  manager  in  answer  was  held  not 
privilege,  there  being,  as  was  said  by  Jessel,  M.  B.  p.  648,  not  a  syllable 
to  show  that  he  was  told  expressly  or  impliedly  that  his  communication  was 
to  be  a  confidential  one  for  submission  to  the  solicitor  for  his  advice,  in 
whidi  case  it  would  haye  been  protected ;  see  further  posty  as  to  this  last 
pofait. 

In  Bustros  y.  Whitey  1  Q.  B.  D.  423,  the  question  was  whether  some  cargpo 
had  been  damaged  by  bad  stowage  or  by  its  being  shipped  in  a  bad  state. 
The  plaintiffs,  the  consigpiees,  in  their  affidavit  of  documents  claimed  privi- 
lege on  the  ground  that  certain  of  the  documents  scheduled  *' consist  of  corre- 
sx>ondence  between  the  plaintiffs'  firm  in  Liverpool  and  their  firm  abroad 
and  relate  to  the  condition  of  the  cargo  and  to  the  plaintiffs'  claim  against 
the  defendants  and  to  the  proceedings  in  the  action  and  relate  only  to  the 
plaintiffs*  case  and  not  to  the  defen^nts'  case"  (see  as  to  this  last  form  of 
claim  posty  pp.  482,  485).  It  was  held  that  this  disclosed  no  gfround  for 
claiming  privilege  though  the  letters  might  contain  a  mere  voluntary  expres- 
sion of  opinion  without  any  more  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  than  was 
possessed  by  the  defendants  (see  also  Martin  y.  Butehardy  antCy  p.  405). 

Qu.  as  to  Corp,  of  Bristol  y.  CoXy  26  Ch.  D.  p.  685,  where  Pearson,  J.  seems 
to  have  held  that  a  private  and  confidential  report  from  the  salvage  sub- 
committee of  the  corporation  to  the  corporation  during  and  relating  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  litigation  was  privileged:  and  see  also  a  x>assage  in  his 
judgment  in  this  case  cited  antey  p.  389. 

A  report  made  bj  an  agent  of  the  client  (here  a  oompanj) 
by  the  direction  of  the  client  for  the  purpose  of  being  sub- 
mitted to  the  solicitor  with  the  object  of  obtaining  his  advice 

p.  BE 
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(in  reference  to  litigation :  and  qu.  whether  not  "without  refer- 
ence to  litigation^  see  ante^  pp.  391,  399)  is  privileged:  Sauth- 
warkj  8fc,  Co.  v.  Qukk^  3  Q.  B.  D.  316,  (transoripto  of  short- 
hand writers'  notes  of  conversations  and  interviews  between 
different  ofiSt)6rs  and  employes  of  the  company,  and  a  state- 
ment of  facts  drawn  up  bj  the  chairman,  obtained  and  made 
for  the  ultimate  purpose,  as  to  some  through  the  medium  of 
the  board  of  directors,  of  being  submitted  to  the  solicitor  for 
his  advice  in  relation  to  the  intended  action).  Brett,  L.  J. 
at  p.  320  says,  "  I  think  it  is  enough  if  they  come  into  exist- 
ence as  materials  for  the  brief,"  and  regards  this  phrase  as 
one  which  may  be  enlarged  into  "  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
being  laid  before  the  solicitor  for  his  advice  or  for  his  con- 
sideration:" see  further  as  to  the  judgments  in  this  case  ante^ 
pp.  391,  415.  See  alsoiowtfow,  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Kirk^post.  Jessel, 
M.  E.  in  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p. 
648,  lays  down  expressly  that  the  principal  must  have  in- 
formed the  agent  that  his  reports  were  desired  for  the  purpose 
of  being  submitted  to  the  solicitor ;  and  that  it  is  not  enough 
for  the  principal  to  say  in  his  affidavit  that  he  did  intend  to 
submit  them  to  the  solicitor :  see  also  La/one  v.  Falkland  Islands 
Co.  ante,  p.  416.  It  may  be  that  this  is  so  in  the  case  of  an 
agent,  the  report  of  or  communication  from  a  stranger  being 
assumed  to  be  for  such  purpose  or  for  the  purpose  of  collecting 
evidence :  see  Woolley  v.  N.  L.  R.  Co.  post,  p.  420.  It  may 
however  be  noted  that  no  such  express  limitation  is  to  be 
found  in  Soufhtcark,  8fc.  Co.  v.  Quick. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  expressly  in  the  affidavit  (but  see 
TTestingkouse  v.  Midland,  8fc.  Co.  ante,  p.  408)  that  the  docu- 
ments came  into  existence  "solely"  or  "merely"  for  the 
purpose  of  communication  to  the  solicitor :  London  and  Tilbury 
R.  Co.  V.  Kirk,  28  S.  J.  688.  The  action  was  one  for  damages 
occasioned  by  the  burning  of  a  shed  owing  to  the  negligence 
of  the  defendants  who  were  employed  as  contractors:  pro- 
tection was  allowed  to  reports  received  by  them  from  their 
foreman  with  reference  to  the  burning  of  the  shed,  obtained 
after  litigation  threatened  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid  before 
their  solicitor  for  his  advice. 
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It  would  seem  that  a  spedal  ooimnimioation  by  an  agent 
without  any  request  by  his  principal  would  be  within  the 
pnTilege  if  made  for  the  purpose  of  communioation  to  the 
solicitor  for  his  advice :  see  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Afideraon  v.  Bank 
of  Briiish  Columbia^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  648 :  and  see  Southicark,  8fo. 
Co.  V.  Quickj  ante. 

It  cannot  however  be  said  to  be  sufficient  (as  indeed  it  is 
not  technically  sufficient  even  in  the  case  of  communications 
from  strangers :  see  ante,  p.  404 ;  and  the  propositions,  aniCy  p. 
405)  to  state  that  the  reports  were  made  at  the  special  request 
of  the  principal  with  a  view  to  the  conduct  of  litigation  com- 
menced or  anticipated,  as  laid  down  or  suggested  in  some  of 
the  common  law  cases,  post. 

This  question  of  the  protection  to  be  given  to  reports  made 
by  agents  to  their  principals  was  much  discussed  in  some 
common  law  cases.  It  is  hardly  necessaiy  to  investigate  these 
decisions  veiy  closely.  The  veiy  wide  discretion  which  the 
common  law  judges  were  in  the  habit  of  exercising  under  the 
powers  conferred  upon  them  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Acts  deprives  these  cases  of  any  absolute  authority,  see  ante, 
p.  153.  It  is  not  very  easy  to  reconcile  these  decisions  and 
still  less  the  dicta  of  the  judges  in  these  cases,  although  it  was 
considered  in  M^Corqtiodale  v.  Bell,  1  G.  P.  D.  471,  that  the 
decisions  were  capable  of  reconciliation,  and  that  all  of  them 
were  in  accord  with  the  doctrine  that  documents  brought  into 
being  with  a  view  to  the  conduct  of  litigation,  either  already 
commenced  or  anticipated,  a  doctrine  however  which  is  sub- 
mitted, see  ante,  and  ante,  p.  404,  to  be  altogether  unwarranted 
by  equity '  practice,  are  privileged.  In  Chartered  Bank  of 
India  v.  Rich,  4  B.  &  S.  p.  81  (Cockbum,  0.  J.) :  Woolley  v. 
N.  L.  R.  Co.  L.  E.  4  C.  P.  pp.  610,  613,  614 :  Cossey  v.  L.  B. 
8f  8.  C.  R.  Co.  L.  E.  5  C.  P.  pp.  149, 151, 153, 154 :  Skinner 
V.  G.  N.  R.  Co.  L.  E.  9  Ex.  p.  99 :  such  a  proposition  is 
laid  down  in  absolute  terms.  In  Woolley  v.  N.  L.  R.  Co.  p. 
613,  Brett,  L.  J.  says,  "  any  report  or  communication  by  an 
agent  or  servant  to  his  master  or  principal  which  is  made  for 
the  purpose  of  assisting  him  to  establish  his  claim  or  defence 
in  an  existing  litigation  is  privileged : "  and  so,  p.  614^  he 
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states  that  the  question  is  whether  the  report  is  in  his  ordinary 
ooorse  of  duty  or  for  the  instruction  of  his  master  or  principal 
as  to  whether  he  should  or  should  not  resist  litigation.  In 
the  cases  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  Fenner  v.  8.  JE.  R,  Co,  L.  R. 
7  Q.  B.  767 :  Maiden  v.  G.  N.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  9  Ex.  300 :  (and 
see  Blackburn,  J.  in  English  v.  Tottie^  1  Q.  B.  D.  p.  144,  and 
Skinner  v.  G.  N.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  9  Ex.  p.  299,  referring  to 
these  cases,  and  following  in  preference  the  rule  laid  down  in 
the  Common  Fleas)  no  such  9>bsolute  rule  was  laid  down,  but 
the  matter  was  considered  to  be  one  rather  for  the  exerdse  of 
the  judge's  discretion  within  certain  limits :  see  post^  referring 
to  Blackburn,  J.  in  Fenner  v.  8..  E.  R.  Co. 

In  most  of  these  cases  the  documents  in  question  were  reports  of  medical 
officers  on  persons  injured  in  accidents,  as  to  which  see  poft^  p.  421. 

In  Woolley  y.  N,  X.  R.  Co,  protection  was  refused  to  reporte  bj  servants  of 
the  railway  company  with  reference  to  an  accident,  but  allowed  to  reports  of 
scientific  men  as  to  the  cause  of  the  accident,  the  latter  being  deemed  to  be 
made  for  the  purpose  of  the  action. 

In  Chartered  Sank  of  India  y,  Eiehy  instructions  given  by  the  head  office  in 
London  to  the  branch  office  to  obtain  evidence,  and  the  reports  in  reply 
specifying  the  evidence  which  could  be  given,  but  before  the  attorney  was 
consulted,  were  protected,  as  being,  see  Blackburn,  J.  p.  83,  the  rough  notes 
from  which  a  statement  was  to  be  made  and  laid  before  the  attorney :  but  by 
Gockbum,  C.  J.  p.  81  on  a  wider  ground,  see  ante^  p.  419. 

In  Richards  v.  OeHatly^  L.  B.  7  G.  P.  127  (an  action  by  a  passenger  in  a 
ship  against  the  agents  for  false  representations  as  to  its  character  and 
accommodation)  protection  was  extended  to  communications  passing  after 
dispute  arisen  to  the  agents  from  the  master  or  captain,  not  being  such  as 
would  be  written  in  the  ordinary  course.  This  decision,  it  is  clear,  would 
not  be  followed  at  the  present  day.  Communications  between  other  pas- 
sengers and  the  agents  were  regarded  as  irrelevant  (as  to  which  see  0m^, 
p.  186). 

A  case  of  Colman  v.  Tntemany  3  H.  &  N.  871,  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract in  not  accepting  goods  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  fraud,  where 
correspondence  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  consignors  and  the  plaintiffis 
and  their  brokers  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  repudiation  and  therefore 
apparently  in  view  of  litigation  was  ordered  to  be  produced,  was  regarded  as 
an  exceptional  case :  see  CoMey  v.  L.  B.  %  8.  C.  R.  Co.  p.  160 :  Chartered 
Rank  of  India  v.  Rich,  4  B.  &  S.  p.  81. 

See  also  Woolley  v.  Pole,  post,  p.  514  (reports  and  lists  of  salvage). 

In  Fenner  v.  S.  K  R,  Go.  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  pp.  771—772  it  was  laid  down  by 
Blackburn,  J.  that  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  discretion  of  the  court  should  be 
exercised  as  a  rule  to  protect  documents  which  are  substantially  rough  notes 
for  the  case  to  be  laid  before  the  legal  adviser  or  to  be  inserted  in  the  brief, 
and  that  when  the  documents  fall  Siort  of  that  production  should  as  a  rule 
be  granted :  and,  p.  769,  that  answers  to  questions  put  by  parties  after  litiga- 
tion was  impending  were  not  necessarily  privileged.  And,  p.  770,  he  gives 
the  following  illustration.  When  a  manag-er  writes  to  a  station  master, 
<<  We  have  a  complaint  as  to  the  delay  in  delivering  cattle  at  your  station : 
report  to  us  the  circumstances,'*  no  privilege  should  attach  to  the  answer. 
But  where  he  writes,  "  It  seems  probable  that  if  we  resist  this  claim  much 
will  depend  on  the  evidence  of  some  particular  person  as  to  some  particular 
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fact :  please  to  learn  from  him  what  his  eyidence  will  be  and  oommnnioate  to 
ns  the  result,"  the  answer  should  as  a  rule  be  protected. 

The  measure  of  privilege  to  be  afforded  to  reports  of 
medical  officers  sent  on  behalf  of  a  railway  or  tramway 
company  to  examine  persons  injured  in  an  accident  for 
which  the  company  was  liable  was  the  subject  of  some  dis- 
cussion in  the  common  law  courts  (see  ante  generally  as  to 
the  common  law  cases),  and  also  since  the  Jud.  Act. 

It  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  when  they  were  made  after,  and  in 
consequence  of,  a  claim  for  compensation  in  order  to  inform  the  companj  as 
to  the  person's  condition :  see  Cossey  v.  Z.  i?.  ^  S.  C.  R,  Co,  L.  B.  5  C.  P. 
146 :  Skinner  v.  G,  N,  R.  Co,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  298 :  Maiden  v.  G,  N,  R,  Co,  ibid, 
300  :  they  should  be  protected  from  production. 

Since  tne  Judicature  Act  they  have  been  held  privileged  when  made  to  the 
solicitor  after  claim  made  but  before  action,  the  plaintiff  volimtarily  submit- 
ting to  be  examined  at  the  solicitor's  request  in  view  of  the  litigation  appre- 
hended in  respect  of  such  claim  and  of  the  evidence  to  be  adduced  in  defence: 
Faoey  v.  London  Tramways  Co,  2  Ex.  D.  440. 

And  also,  as  undistinguishable  from  this  case,  where  made  under  a  judge's 
order,  which,  not  being  made  adversely,  under  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  119,  s.  26, 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  made  with  the  plaintiff's  consent,  though  the 
words  "  and  by  consent "  were  struck  out  of  the  order :  Friend  y.  Z.  C,  ^  J). 
R.  Co,  2  Ex.  D.  437.  Here  they  were  made  at  the  instance  and  for  the  use 
of  the  solicitor  though  not  apparently  directly  to  the  solicitor. 

Production  however  would  not  it  seems  have  been  ordered,  though  the 
examination  was  had  before  any  formal  claim  was  made,  if  had  under  an 
express  or  implied  (as  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  being  concerned  in  the 
arrangement)  undertaking  with  the  injured  person  that  it  was  confidentially 
made  for  the  company's  guidance :  aee  Maiden  v.  G,  N.  R,  Co,,  where  it  was 
held  that  there  was  no  such  undertaking. 

Where  the  executors  of  the  injured  jierson  brought  an  action  in  effect  to 
set  aside  a  compromise  entered  into  between  the  company  and  himseH,  reports 
of  medical  officers  and  also  of  one  of  the  company^s  clerks  sent  to  visit  him 
for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  the  compromise,  containing  the  result  of  the 
examination  and  interview  were  held  not  privileged,  for,  where  a  party  sent 
his  agents  to  see  and  negotiate  with  the  other  party,  whatever  passed  at  such 
interviews  ought  to  bexnade  known,  and  the  otner  party  or  those  representing 
Tiim  had  a  right  to  inspect  the  communications  respecting  them  :  (see  as  to 
this  T^int  post,  p.  435) :  Raker  v.  Z,  ^  S,  W.  R.  Co,  L.  B.  3  Q.  B.  91,  referred 
to  m  Corny  v.  X.  B,  %  S,  C,  R,  Co,  L.  B.  6  C.  P.  pp.  153,  154. 

On  the  whole  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  distinction  of 
principle  between  communications  from  an  agent  and  from 
any  other  person.  As  regards  the  report  of  an  agent  made  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  his  duty  it  is  clear  that  it  cannot  be 
said  to  be  a  document  which  comes  into  existence  as  materials 
for  evidence  or  as  rough  notes  for  the  brief  or  for  communi- 
cation to  or  under  the  direction  of  the  solicitor  within  the 
terms  of  the  proposition  stated  ante,  p.  405.     As  regards  a 
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report  mcule  at  the  special  request  of  the  principal,  it  will  be 
protected  if  it  can  be  brought  within  the  terms  of  the  propo- 
sition (subject  always  to  the  proyiso  that  so  far  as  it  con- 
tains general  information  of  the  matters  of  the  agencj  such 
information  may  have  to  be  disclosed  in  answer  to  interroga- 
tories), and  the  only  practical  distinction  lies  in  the  greater 
scrutiny  that  the  court  will  exercise  to  see  that  it  is  really  a 
communication  of  that  character. 


(6)  Communieatiom  between  Co-defendants  or  Co-plaintiffs. 

m 

Oommunications  between  co-defendants  (and  co-plaintiffs) 
should  it  is  conceived  on  principle  be  subject  to  the  same 
general  rules  as  those  governing  communications  between  a 
defendant  and  a  third  person.  Becent  cases  seem  to  support 
this  view,  though  some  earlier  authorities  tend  the  other  way. 
No  doubt  as  a  general  rule  correspondence  between  co-defen- 
dants is  liable  to  production,  as  said  in  Hamilton  v.  Nott^ 
L.  E.  16  Eq.  p.  115,  referring  to  Betts  v.  Me^izies  and  Gfoodall 
V.  Little^  post  (see  also  Flight  v.  Robimon^  8  Beav.  22,  where 
oommunications  between  the  defendants,  assignees  of  an 
insolvent,  and  the  insolvent  and  his  solicitor,  and  memoranda 
of  proceedings  at  a  meeting  of  creditors  were  ordered  to  be 
produced :  but  see  ante^  p.  368,  as  to  the  state  of  the  law  at 
that  period :  and  A,  G.  v.  Johnston^  W.  N.  72,  p.  12,  com- 
munications between  executors  and  a  college  the  object  of  a 
secret  trust) :  but  see  Cop,  Bristol  v.  Cox^  ante^  pp.  389,  417, 
as  to  communications  between  agents  of  a  corporation  relating 
to  the  conduct  of  litigation :  the  question  however  is  whether 
privilege  is  denied  to  such  documents  when  they  come  within 
the  propositions  laid  down  ante^  p.  405.*  In  this  case  of 
Hamilton  v.  Notty  one  defendant,  himself  a  solicitor,  was 
acting  as  agent  of  the  co-defendant's  solicitor  in  the  action  to 


*  Allen  V.  Royden,  43  L.  J.  G.  P.  206,  yfhsre  private  and  confidential 
letters  between  co-plaintiffs  when  litigation  was  in  view  were  protected, 
cannot  be  supported. 


PROFESSIONAL  LEGAL  PRIVILEGE — ^THE  CLIENT.  423 

oolleot  evidence,  and  communioations  for  that  purpose  between 
himself  and  his  oo-def  endant  were  proteoted.  And,  purporting 
to  follow  his  decision  in  this  case,  Malins,  V.  C.  in  Carr  v. 
New  Queabrada^  8fc.  Co,  W.  N.  73,  p.  208,  refused  to  order 
production  from  the  defendant  companj  of  notes  made  bj  a 
co-defendant,  when  manager  of  the  company,  from  which  a 
statement  was  to  be  compiled  for  the  use  of  an  arbitrator  in 
an  arbitration  on  the  same  subject-matter  but  never  held.  In 
each  of  these  cases  the  party  may  be  said  to  have  been  doing 
the  solicitor's  work,  see  antCy  p.  415.  So  on  principle  (see 
antey  pp.  415,  418)  a  letter  written  by  one  defendant  to  his 
co-defendant  for  the  bon&  fide  (see  antCy  p.  418)  purpose  of 
being  communicated  to  the  solicitor  of  either  of  them  should 
fall  within  the  privilege,  though  mere  instructions  to  com- 
municate such  a  letter  cannot  make  it  privileged,  unless  it 
was  written  for  the  purpose  of  such  communication,  see  posty 
discussing  Betts  v.  Menziea ;  there  must  be  a  statement  on 
oath  that  the  letters  were  sent  for  that  purpose  :  see  Reid  v. 
LangloiSy  1  M.  &  G.  p.  639,  referred  to  poaty  p.  424.  In 
Jenkyns  v.  Bmhbt/y  L.  E.  2  Eq.  547,  a  letter  written  by  a 
defendant  to  his  co-defendant  with  instructions  to  send  it  to 
their  joint  solicitor  was  protected :  but  see  the  cases  post 

There  are  however  decisions  and  dicta  which  it  is  difficult 
to  reconcile  with  the  above  views,  though  the  balance  of 
authority  is,  it  is  conceived,  in  favour  of  their  soundness. 

In  Bettt  y.  Menzxes,  3  Jnr.  N.  S.  885,  protection  was  refused  to  letters  received 
by  a  defendant  from  his  co-defendant  abroad,  and  relatinp^  to  his  defence,  on 
the  gfround  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  interests  of  society  that  two  co-de- 
fendants should  be  at  liberty  securely  to  concert  together  measures  of  defence, 
and  that  there  was  no  authority,  and  that  it  would  be  very  dangerous  to  hold, 
tiiat  when  co-defendants  chose  to  communicate,  each  of  them  being  at  liberty 
to  communicate  with  a  common  solicitor  or  with  separate  solicitors  as  they 
might  see  fit,  their  conmiunications  were  not  to  be  disclosed.  But  it  was 
also  suggested  that  a  statement  that  copies  were  sent  to  the  solicitor  might 
afford  protection.  It  is  submitted  that  such  a  suggestion  involves  a  mis- 
conception of  principle.  The  question  is  for  what  purpose  were  the  docu- 
ments sent,  not  what  was  in  fact  done  with  them.  No  document  acquires 
privilege  by  the  use  that  is  made  of  it  except  under  the  special  circumstances 
considered  ante,  p.  391 :  see  antej  pp.  390,  391. 

In  Ooodall  v.  Little^  1  Sim.  K.  S.  165,  protection  was  refused  to  letters 
written  by  a  co-defendant  abroad  to  his  co-defendant  in  England,  though 
stated  to  have  been  written  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  we 
latter's  solicitor  with  a  view  to  his  defence,  SteeU  v.  Stewart^  1  Ph.  471 
(where  letters  were  sent  from  India  to  the  defendant  to  be  laid  before  his 
solicitor),  p.  164,  being  disting^nished  on  the  ground  that  there  the  writer 
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was  the  solicitor's  agent  sent  out  to  prooure  evidenoe,  and  therefore  the 
letters  were  in  the  same  position  as  letters  from  the  solicitor  himself.  And, 
p.  164,  Lord  Cranworth  observed  (with  the  approval  of  Lord  Traro  in 
Glt/n  V.  CaulJUldy  3  M.  &  G.  p.  474),  that  no  protection  existed  as  to  letters 
passing  between  the  parties  themselves  or  from  a  stranger  (but  such  letters 
from  a  stranger  would  it  is  conceived  be  privileged,  see  ante,  pp.  399,  415) 
to  a  party  merely  because  such  letters  may  have  been  written  in  order  to 
enable  the  person  to  whom  they  were  sent  to  communicate  them  in  profes- 
sional confiaence  to  his  solicitor. 

In  Eeid  v.  Langloia,  1  M.  &  G-.  627,  letters  written  by  a  party  abroad  to 
his  ag^nt  in  England  to  be  communicated  by  him  to  his  leg^l  advisers  in 
England  were  held  privileged.  In  Hooper  v.  Gunfiy  2  J.  &  H.  pp.  606 — 607, 
it  was  said  that  a  party  was  not  bound  to  communicate  directly  with  his 
solicitor  but  might  do  so  through  the  medium  of  an  agent,  and  Reid  v.  Lang^ 
hit  and  Goodall  v.  Little  were  attempted  to  be  reconciled  on  the  ground  that 
where  the  communications  are  between  co-defendants  there  is  no  reason  for 
withholding  the  documents,  for  the  subject-matter  of  the  communication 
can  be  extorted  from  the  recipient  as  facts  within  his  own  knowledge  by 
means  of  interrogatories ;  for  me  defendant  having  received  the  information 
from  his  co-defendant  could  no  more  protect  himself  from  disclosing  it  when 
once  he  knew  it  than  if  he  had  acquired  the  knowledge  in  any  other  manner 
(but  qu.  see  an  to,  p.  359).  As  to  this  suggestion  the  following  observations 
may  be  made.  In  the  first  place  it  by  no  means  follows  (see  ante,  pp.  139, 
416)  that  assuming  that  this  information  could  be  extracted  from  a  party  by 
means  of  interrogatories  that  therefore  the  production  of  a  document  con- 
taining that  information  can  be  ordered.  In  the  second  place  it  was  not  the 
ground  upon  which  the  decision  in  Goodall  y.  Little  was  professedly  based ;  it 
was  the  character  of  the  writer  of  the  letter  and  not  the  recipient  that  was 
held  to  exclude  the  privilege.  And  even  if  decisions  of  this  nature  are  to 
rest  upon  the  consideration  of  reasonable  necessity,  as  suggested  in  Hooper  v. 
Gumm  (as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  400,  and  post),  it  C€m  hardly  be  said  to  be  a 
reasonable  necessity  for  a  party  abroad  to  have  a  confidential  agent  in  Eng- 
land through  whom  he  may  communicate  with  the  solicitor  {Hooper  v.  Gumntj 
p.  607)  and  not  a  reasonable  necessity  to  make  his  partner  and  co-defendant 
in  England  the  medium  of  such  communications. 

In  Glyn  v.  Cauljield,  3  M.  &  G-.  463,  on  the  strength  of  the  above  dictum  of 
Lord  Giunworth  in  Goodall  v.  Little  and  the  authority  of  Whitbread  v.  Gur^ 
net/,  1  Y.  541  (where  the  letters  were  merely  stated  to  have  passed  between 
the  co-defendants  with  reference  to  their  defence  and  were  therefore  clearly 
unprivileged,  and  where  Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Bolton  V.  Liverpool  as  to  letters  between  parties  and  solicitors  did  not  apply 
to  letters  between  the  parties  themselves),  Lord  Truro  refused  (see  p.  474) 
protection  to  confidential  correspondence  in  reference  to  the  pending  litiga- 
tion between  the  defendants  (shareholders  in  a  company)  and  their  co -share- 
holders (whom  in  this  suit  they  virtually  represented)  directors  or  agents, 
though  some  of  them  were  stated  to  have  passed  for  the  purpose  of  being 
submitted  to  or  obtaining  information  to  be  submitted  to  the  legal  advisers 
for  their  advice  with  the  exception  of  such  parts  as  contained  the  opinions  of 
the  legal  advisers  (as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  369). 

The  observation  of  Lord  Truro  in  Glyn  v.  Caulfield,  p.  474,  is  no  doubt  just 
to  the  effect  that  the  rule  of  professional  privilege  being  adopted  simply 
from  necessity  ought  not  to  be  extended  further  than  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  enable  the  client  to  obtain  professional  assistance  with  safety  (and  see 
ante,  p.  351).  At  the  same  time  it  must  be  remembered  (see  ante,  p.  399) 
that  £eid  v.  Langloie  has  conclusively  decided  that  a  suggestion  that  the 
particular  instrument  or  method  of  communication  need  not  have  been 
adopted  is  no  ground  for  refusing  protection  to  it  if  in  fact  the  communica- 
tion falls  within  the  principle :  and  see  ante. 

Nor  should  it  make  any  difference  in  this  respect  whether  the  same  solicitor 
is  acting  for  both  defendants,  or  whether  each  has  a  separate  solicitor,  so 
long  as  the  communications  have  been  made  in  furtherance  of  the  same  in- 
terest and  not  in  respect  of  adverse  interests. 
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Part  HI. 

THE  PROFESSIONAL  LEGAL  ADVISER. 

I.     Waiver^  Loss,  and   other  Instances  of  non-existence    of 

Privilege. 

It  is  the  privilege  of  the  client  and  not  of  the  legal  adviser: 
Beer  v.  Ward,  1  Jac.  p.  82 :  Herring  v.  Clobery^  1  Ph.  p.  96. 

The  latter  is  bound  to  claim  it  in  the  interest  of  the  client 
and  may  not  waive  it:  Oreenlaic  v.  King,  1  Beav.  p,  144.  As 
a  witness  the  court  would  not  even  allow  (but  see  Hilberd  v. 
Knight,  2  Exch.  p.  12,  referring  to  Marston  v.  Doicnes,  6  0. 
&  P.  381)  him  to  disclose  his  client's  secrets  :  Cholmondeley  v. 
Clinton,  19  Ves.  p.  267:  Wilson  v.  Rastall,  4  T.  E.  p.  759 : 
Phill.  Evid.  p.  106 :  Beer  v.  Ward,  1  Jac.  p.  80. 

The  privilege  obtains  though  the  client  is  not  in  any  shape 
before  the  court :  R.  v.  Withers,  2  Camp.  578.  Lord  Eldon 
considered  that  he  must  name  his  client:  Parkhtirst  v.  Lotcten, 
2  Sw.  p.  201 :  see  however  as  to  discovery  of  his  client's  name 
ante,  p.  376,  and  post,  p.  439. 

Where  the  client  has  waived  the  privilege  the  discovery 
must  be  given :  Merle  v.  More,  R.  &  M.  390 :  Phill.  Evid. 
p.  106 :  and  see  Blenkinsopp  v.  Do.  and  other  cases  post. 

Qa.  whether  or  how  waiver  after  putting  in  the  answer  can  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  the  adversary.  In  Chant  v.  Brotcfiy  7  Ha.  p.  87,  Wigram,  V.  0. 
considered  that  as  regards  the  answer  the  question  was  whether  it  was  suffi- 
cient when  put  in,  and  therefore  a  subsequent  waiver  had  no  effect:  but  that 
on  a  motion  for  production  it  was  otherwise,  referring  to  Blenkinsopp  v.  Blen^ 
kinsopp,  17  L.  J.  Gh.  343 :  2  Fh.  607.  In  this  case  (reversing  10  Beav.  143) 
both  client  and  solicitor  were  defendants.  The  soUcitor  claimed  privilege 
for  certain  documents :  the  plaintiff  amended  his  biU  and  charged  that  we 
client  repudiated  his  assumed  character  of  solicitor  in  relation  to  those  docu- 
ments, but  did  not  require  the  client  to  answer  it.  On  moving  for  produc- 
tion against  the  solicitor  the  plaintiff  desired  to  read  the  answer  of  the  cUent 
(who  was  served)  to  the  original  bill  to  show  the  repudiation:  the  Lord 
Qiancellor  thinking  that  there  was  no  such  repudiation  as  to  the  particular 
documents  suggested  that  he  should  be  required  to  answer  the  charge  in  the 
amended  bill.  The  client  put  in  an  answer  and  claimed  privilege :  it  was 
held  that  on  the  two  answers  together  he  had  not  establi^ed  the  relation. 
See  further  as  to  this  case  aniey  p.  209 :  and  see  also  Be  Cameron  v.  Coalbrook, 
^e.  B.  Co,  25  Beav.  1,  cited  ante^  p.  209,  where,  on  the  solicitor  objecting  to 
produce  his  client's  documents,  Lord  Romilly  desired  that  application  should 
be  made  to  the  client,  for  that  if  he  did  not  object  the  solicitor  must  produce 
them :  and  Gatkell  v.  Chambers,  26  Beav.  303,  also  cited  ante,  p.  209,  where, 
though  the  solicitor  objected,  tiie  client  who  was  present  did  not  object. 

The  common  law  practice  seems  to  have  been  to  call  upon  the  client  as 
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witDGSB  to  produoe  the  document  which  his  solicitor  objected  to  prodace  in 
order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence:  see  Newton  v.  Chaplin,  10  C.  fi.  356:  I>oe 
d.  Gilbert  v.  Soss,  7  M.  &  W.  p.  122 :  2  Phill.  Evid.  280. 

In  some  cases  the  circumstances  may  be  such  that  the 
client  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  privilege  asserted  on  his 
behalf  b j  his  legal  adviser :  see  as  to  the  absence  of  any 
privilege  in  respect  of  a  fraudulent  transaction  to  which  both 
client  and  solicitor  are  parties  ante^  p.  352.  It  seems  possible 
to  refer  to  this  view  certain  cases  where  the  legal  adviser  has 
been  ordered  to  answer  as  to  the  possession  or  whereabouts  of 
certain  documents;  Mr.  Hare  in  Hare  on  Discovery,  p.  171 , 
taking  rather  a  narrower  ground,  refers  to  them  a^  iUustrative 
of  the  proposition  that  a  solicitor  may  properly  be  made  a 
party  to  a  bill  for  discovery  and  production  of  deeds  if  he 
improperly  withholds  them  (see  as  to  this  ante-,  pp.  44,  196), 
and  that  in  such  a  case  he  must  at  least  answer  as  to  his 
possession  of  them  and  give  a  list  of  them.  Mr.  Hare  in- 
deed, p.  172,  observes  that  it  is  a  common  practice  for  a 
solicitor  to  give  a  list,  citing  Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  & 
E.  98.  But  qu.  as  to  the  soundness  of  such  a  practice. 
Unless  under  special  circumstances  of  one  kind  or  another 
such  discovery  would  seem  to  fall  within  the  privilege ;  the 
disclosure  in  many  cases  might  involve  a  serious  breach  of 
confidence :  see  post,  p.  431 :  Volant  v.  8oyer,  13  0.  B. 
p.  236,  post,  p.  440 :  and  Cokman  v.  Orton,  post,  p.  438.  As 
a  witness  it  seems  a  solicitor  must  have  answered  whether  or 
not  he  had  a  particular  document  belonging  to  his  client  in 
his  possession  or  in  court,  though  he  hcul  received  it  from  his 
client  in  the  course  of  communication  with  reference  to  the 
cause,  in  order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents : 
see  Bevan  v.  Waters,  M.  &  M.  235 :  Coates  v.  Birch,  2 
Q.  B.  252 :  Dwyer  v.  Collins,  7  Exch.  p.  746 :  Phill.  Evid. 
p.  129. 

Kington  v.  Gale,  2  Findhj  2o9,  was  a  bill  for  disooveiT  of  a  deed  in  the  defen- 
dant's custody,  and  of  its  contents :  the  defendant  demurred  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  an  attorney  and  was  entrusted  with  it  by  his  client.  He  was 
ordered  to  discover  whether  there  was  such  a  deed,  where  it  was,  to  whom 
he  had  delivered  it  and  where  he  last  saw  it,  and  in  whose  cusitody,  but  not 
to  produce  it  or  discover  its  date  or  contents. 

In  Stanhope  v.  Knott,  2  Sw.  221,  n.  a  bill  for  discovery  of  deeds,  defendant 
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pleaded  that  he  knew  nothing  of  them  otherwise  than  as  oonnsel  and  that  he 
had  them  not.  It  was  held  not  sufficient  to  plead  that  he  knew  nothing  but 
as  counsel  without  divesting  himself  of  them  and  disclosing  to  whom  he  had 
delivered  them,  for  otherwise  deeds  having  been  played  into  the  hands  of  a 
counsel  might  be  suppressed,  and  the  party  injured  l^t  without  his  remedy. 

Banner,  v.  Jacktotiy  1  D.  G.  &  Sm.  472,  was  a  suit  against  J.  and  his 
solicitor  for  delivery  up  of  documents  of  title  of  certain  property  which  the 
plaintiff  had  recovered  in  an  ejectment  action  against  J.  The  solicitor  in  his 
answer  admitted  that  they  were  in  his  custody,  but  said  that  he  had  parted 
with  them  before  trial  of  the  action.  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C.  held  p.  476,  re- 
luctantly following  Stanhope  v.  KnoU  and  Kington  v.  Gale,  that  the  solicitor 
must  discover  to  whom  on  what  occasion  and  for  what  purpose  he  parted 
with  them.    See  Berry  v.  Keen,  ante,  p.  42,  referring  to  this  case. 

See  also  Bothioell  v.  King,  2  Sw.  221,  n.  where  it  was  said  that  the  trust  of 
a  counsel  did  not  extend  to  the  suppression  of  deeds  and  wills  the  bill 
charging  suppression  on  all  the  defen<£uits :  see  also  as  to  this  case  in  con- 
nection with  the  subject  of  a  fraud  to  which  both  dient  and  solicitor  are 
parties,  ante^  p.  855. 

Where  a  legal  adviser  acts  for  more  than  one  person  in  a 
transaction,  or  where,  having  acted  for  one  person,  the  interest 
of  this  person  has  become  divided  amongst  two  or  more 
persons,  each  of  these  persons  (so  far  as  his  interest  is  affected, 
see  Chant  v.  Brown j  7  Ha.  pp.  88 — 89),  and  in  some  cases  also 
the  personal  representative  of  the  client,  see  Chant  v.  Broumy 
9  Ha.  pp.  794,  796,  and  see  ante^  p.  387,  must  waive  the 
privilege  before  he  can  be  called  upon  to  make  disclosures  in 
favour  of  a  stranger :  see  also  post,  p.  442. 

ln'^trode  v.  Seaton,  2  A.  &  E.  171,  it  was  held  that  a  draft  conveyance, 
made  by  the  vendor's  attorney,  but  considered  to  have  been  employed  in  this 
respect  both  by  vendor  and  purchaser,  and  deposited  with  him  and  held  by 
him  on  behalf  of  both,  could  not  be  produced  without  the  assent  of  both,  and 
therefore  not  against  the  interest  of  the  purchaser's  devisees  though  the 
vendor  assented.    See  this  case  also  referred  to  ante,  p.  387. 

But  where  the  solicitor  is  acting  only  for  the  mortgagor  in  a  mortgage  the 
mortgagfee  or  his  representative  cannot  object  to  the  disclosure  of  the  com- 
munications between  the  mortgagor  and  the  solicitor :  Chant  v.  Brown,  9  Ha. 
790,  a  suit  brought  to  impeach  the  mortgage  as  being  founded  on  a  fraudu- 
lent appointment. 

As  between  the  different  persons  for  whom  he  has  acted,  or 
on  whom  the  interest  of  the  client  has  devolved,  there  can  of 
course  be  no  privilege :  each  can  insist  upon  a  disclosure  in 
his  favour:  see  antCy  p.  385  :  but  see  Gibbon  v.  Strathmore^  11 
L.  J.  Ch.  366,  post,  p.  437. 

In  Chant  v.  Brown,  7  Ha.  p.  88,  Wigram,  V.  0.  considered 
that  the  position  of  the  solicitor  in  claiming  privilege  was  not 
affected  by  his  having  subsequently  become  himself  the  owner 
of  the  property.    It  is  submitted  that  on  principle  he  should 
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in  such  a  case  be  regarded  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the 
extent  of  the  privilege  as  the  owner  and  not  as  the  solicitor : 
see  however  the  opinion  of  Wigram,  V.  C.  contra.  In  Few  v. 
Guppyy  13  Beav.  459,  a  pljdntifE  who  was  both  trustee  and 
solicitor  of  the  trust  seems  to  have  been  regarded  as  the  client 
in  respect  of  communications  between  a  predecessor  in  title 
and  himself  as  his  solicitor. 

The  attorney  cannot  break  through  the  privilege  for  his 
own  benefit  in  an  action  against  his  client :  see  Cleave  v.  Janes^ 
21  L.  J.  Ex.  105 :  7  Exch.  421  (contents  of  an  account-book 
made  out  and  sent  to  him  in  answer  to  a  request  for  informa- 
tion in  order  to  prepare  case  for  counsel). 

A  partner  in  a  firm  of  solicitors  cannot  claim  privilege  so 
as  to  withhold  discovery  and  production  of  material  papers 
from  the  representatives  of  the  other  partner  in  a  suit  to  take 
the  partnership  accounts:  Broicn  v.  Perkins,  2  Ha.  5i0 :  see 
further  as  to  this  case  ante,  p.  178.  So  discovery  was  ordered 
(among  other  things  of  the  clients'  names)  from  a  London 
agency  (to  a  share  in  the  profits  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed 
to  be  entitled)  but  so  that  the  clients'  interests  must  not  be 
prejudiced :  Reade  v.  Wbodrqffle,  24  Beav.  p.  425 :  see  ante, 
p.  307. 


II.  Generally/  as  to  the  Position  of  the  Professional  Legal 

Adviser. 

Lord  Brougham  in  Grcenough  v.  Gaskelly  1  M.  &  E.  p.  102, 
thus  (perhaps  too  broadly,  see  post,  p.  435)  defines  the  posi- 
tion of  professional  legal  advisers.  "If  touching  matters 
that  come  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  professional  employ- 
ment they  receive  a  communication  in  their  professional 
capacity  either  from  a  client  or  on  his  account  and  for  his 
benefit  in  the  transaction  of  his  business,  or  which  amounts 
to  the  same  thing  if  they  commit  to  paper  in  the  course  of 
their  employment  on  his  behsdf  matters  which  they  know 
only  through  their  professional  relation  to  their  client,  they 
are  not  only  justified  in  withholding  such  matters  but  bound 
to  withhold  them,  and  will  not  be  compelled  to  disclose  the 
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mfonuation  or  produce  the  papers  in  any  court  of  law  or 
equity  either  as  party  or  witness."  If  a  bill  seeks  a  discovery 
of  a  fact  from  one  whose  knowledge  of  the  fact  was  derived 
from  the  confidence  reposed  in  him  as  counsel  or  attorney  he 
may  plead  in  bar  of  the  discovery  that  his  knowledge  of  the 
fact  was  so  obtained:  Eedes.  PL  288.  See  also  Lyell  v. 
Kenned(/y  9  App.  Gas.  p.  86. 

Where  production  of  documents  is  required  the  legal 
adviser  can  only  be  ordered  (by  the  machinery  of  discovery, 
for  as  witness  it  is  different:  see  Phill.  Evid.  i.  p.  125, 
ii.  p.  280 :  Tayl.  Evid.  p.  411 :  the  objection  to  production 
being  there  treated  as  a  question  of  privilege)  to  produce 
documents  which  are  his  own  property,  for  where  they  are 
the  client's  property  the  legal  adviser  is  in  the  same  j^osition 
as  anyone  else  called  upon  to  produce  documents  in  his  own 
corporeal  possession  but  belonging  to  another  person.  He 
cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  another  person's  property: 
(see  ante,  p.  199,  as  to  the  position  of  a  solicitor  in  respect  of 
his  client's  documents  treated  as  a  question  of  property). 
Where  the  documents  are  his  own  property  just  as  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  discover  the  information  professionally  ac- 
quired in  the  form  of  answers  to  interrogatories,  so  is  he 
protected  from  discovering  it  in  the  shape  of  documents 
giving  this  information. 

The  privilege  therefore  which  the  legal  adviser  is  able  to 
assert  on  behalf  of  his  client  covers  considerably  wider  ground 
than  that  which  the  client  can  himself  assert  :*  see  ^o  antey 
p.  358. 

The  position  of  the  legal  adviser  in  regard  to  disclosing 
what  has  been  communicated  to  him  in  his  professional 
capacity  was  said  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Oreenough  v.  Gaskellj 
1  M.  &  K.  p.  115,  to  be  the  same  whether  giving  evidence 
as  witness  or  discovery  as  party. 

The  obligation  which  rests  upon  him  to  avoid  all  voluntary 


*  It  is  difficult  to  f oUow  a  diotnm  of  Lord  BomiUy  in  Lewit  y.  PtnningUm 
29  L.  J.  Ch.  p.  692,  to  the  effect  that  when  a  solicitor  \b  made  a  party  in 
any  other  character  than  a  solicitor  he  is  bound  to  giye  all  the  information 
whidi  his  client  would  be  bound  to  give :  but  see  poit^  p.  430. 
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disolosures  of  his  olient's  affairs,  see  for  instanoe  Beer  y. 
JFardy  1  Jao.  77 :  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton^  19  Ves.  261 : 
Little  V.  Kingswoody  8fc.  Co.  47  L.  T.  323  ;  must  not  be  oon- 
f ounded  with  his  privilege  to  refuse  to  give  evidence  or  dis- 
covery. It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because  he  may 
not  voluntarily  disclose  out  of  court  certain  facts  brought  to 
his  knowledge  in  his  legal  capacity  he  may  refuse  to  disclose 
them  under  the  order  and  sanction  of  the  court :  see  Moore  v. 
Ti/rrelly  4  B.  &  Ad.  p.  878 :  Taylor  v.  BlacklotCy  3  Bing.  N.  0. 
pp.  247 — 249  :  and  see  ante^  p.  302,  as  to  this  distinction  in 
relation  to  discovery  generally. 

In  all  cases  in  which  the  client  would  be  protected  from 
discovery  on  the  ground  of  privilege  the  professional  legal 
adviser  would  also  be  protected. 


m.  Hi^  Krmckdge  must  be  solely  derived  from  his  Employment 

as  Professional  Legal  Adviser. 

To  come  within  the  privilege  the  matters  must  have  been 
committed  to  or  learnt  by  him  in  his  professional  capacity 
€tnd  in  no  other  way :  that  is  to  say  they  must  be  matters 
which  but  for  his  employment  as  a  professional  man'  he 
would  not  have  become  possessed  of  or  learnt :  see  Oreenough 
v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  E.  pp.  101, 104 — 105.  If  he  has  acquired 
knowledge  of  such  matters  from  any  other  source  or  in  any 
other  way  then  though  he  may  have  also  acquired  it  either 
previously  or  subsequently  under  circumstances  such  as  by 
themselves  to  confer  privilege  the  disclosure  must  be  made, 
see  Leteis  v.  Penningtony  29  L.  J.  Ch.  670,  p.  672  ;*  and 
Kennedy  v.  Lyelly  23  Ch.  D.  p.  407. 

That  the  matters  are  his  client's  secrets  confers  no  privi- 
lege :  the  question  is  whether  he  obtained  knowledge  of 
them  in  his  relation  of  solicitor  to  his  client:  Morgan  v. 
Shawy  4  Madd.  pp.  67—68. 


*  Qa.  whether  the  diokun  of  Lord  Romill^  in  this  ease  cited  antCf  p.  429, 
is  referable  to  this  point. 
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If  he  were  a  party  and  espedallj  to  a  fraud,  and  the  case 
may  be  put  of  his  becoming  informer  after  being  engaged  in 
a  conspiracy  :*  that  is  if  he  were  acting  for  himself  though 
he  might  also  be  employed  for  another  he  would  not  be  pro- 
tected from  disclosing  it,  for  in  such  a  case  his  knowledge 
would  not  be  acquired  solely  by  his  being  employed  pro- 
fessionally :  Qreenough  v.  Oashelly  p.  104. 

So  where  he  occupies  a  double  position  as  solicitor  and 
trustee:  see  Few  v.  Guppy^  cited  ante^  p.  428:  see  also 
Marsh  v.  Keiths  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  342,  where  however  it  seems 
that  the  trustee  had  acquired  the  information  only  as  solicitor 
to  his  co-defendant. 


IV.  As  to  the  Matters  to  which  Privilege  tcill  be  allowed  as 

having  come  to  the  Knowledge  of  the  Professional  Legal 
Adviser  acting  as  such. 

The  subject  has  been  disciiBsed  anUj  p.  373  to  p.  377)  in  oonnection  with 
the  position  of  the  client :  what  is  there  said  is  equally  applicable  to  the  case 
of  tne  professional  legal  adviser.  The  observations  and  cases  post  are  in 
addition  to  those  made  and  cited.  Some  are  of  application  only  to  the  case 
of  the  legal  adviser :  others  oover  the  case  of  the  client. 

Theoretically  the  test  is  whether  the  disclosure  would  in- 
volve a  breach  of  confidence,  whether  that  is  to  say  the  infor- 
mation document  or  communication  haa  been  confidentially 
obtained  or  made :  see  Spenceley  v.  Schulenberg^  7  East,  357  : 
Deshorough  v.  EawlinSy  3  M.  &  0.  515 :  Parkhurst  v.  Lotcten,  2 
Sw.  p.  216 :  Botcles  v.  Stewart^  1  Sch.  &  Lef .  p.  226 :  Dwyer 

V.  CollinSy  7  Exch.  pp.  645 — 646 :  Marriott  v.  Anchor^  8fc. 
Co.  3  Giff.  304 :  JEx  parte  Campbell,  L.  E.  5  Ch.  p.  705 : 
Qreenough  v.  Gaskelly  1  M.  &  K.  p.  104 :  Kennedy  v.  Lyell, 
23  Ch.  D.  pp.  403--404,  406.  The  difficulty  however  is  not 
as  to  the  principle  but  in  applying  it  to  the  varying  circum- 
stances of  each  case.  It  is  hardly  possible  to  do  more  than 
state  shortly  the  very  many  cases  on  the  subject.  Neither 
now  is  it  easy,  nor  was  it  in  Lord  Cottenham's  time :  see 
Deslnyrough  v.  EawlinSy  3  M.  &  G.  p.  519 :  and  Kennedy  v.  LyeU, 

*  See  as  to  fraud,  conspiracy,  &c.  ante^  pp.  352 — 354. 
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p.  400 :  to  lay  down  any  rule  as  to  the  length  to  which 
privilege  extends  consistently  with  the  cases.  In  Kennedy  v. 
LyeUy  pp.  405 — 406,  Cotton,  L.  J.  endeavours  to  classify  some 
of  the  cases :  one  class  being  referable  to  the  principle  that 
no  communication  made  to  a  solicitor  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
opposite  party  can  be  confidential;  the  other  class  to  the 
principle  that  the  legal  adviser  cannot  refuse  to  give  evidence 
of  facts  patent  to  his  senses.  It  may  be  convenient  to  follow 
out  this  line  in  dealing  with  the  cases. 

(a)  As  to  Communications  from  {or  *^to**  see  Gore  v.  Bowser ^ 
Griffith  V.  Davies  and  Bramtcell  v.  LticaSj  post)  an  oppo- 
site Party  or  generally  from  collateral  Quarters. 

It  has  been  laid  down  in  various  cases  that  there  is  no 
privilege  as  to  communications  from  collateral  quarters.  The 
privilege  of  an  attorney  only  extends  to  confidential  commu- 
nications from  his  client,  and  not  to  communications  from 
collateral  quarters  although  made  to  him  in  consequence  of 
his  character  of  attorney :  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Spenceley  v. 
SchulenherQy  7  East,  p.  358.  And  Lord  Cottenham  adopts 
this  proposition  as  to  communications  from  collateral  quarters 
in  Satcyer  v.  BirchmorCy  3  M.  &  C.  p.  577,  and  Desborough  v. 
RatclinSy  3  M.  &  0.  p.  522 :  see  also  Mackenzie  v.  Yeo,  2  Curt, 
pp.  868,  871—872  :  Taylor,  Evid.  p.  786.  Now  in  the  first 
place  it  is  clear  that  this  proposition  is  too  broadly  stated  : 
for,  as  pointed  out  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  v.  Lyelly 
23  Oh.  D.  p.  405,  and  see  ante^  p.  413,  a  report  obtained  by 
the  solicitor  in  contemplation  of  litigation  from  a  person  whom 
he  employs  to  collect  evidence  is  undoubtedly  privileged :  and 
see  ibid,  9  App.  Gas.  p.  86. 

In  Ford  v.  Tennant,  referred  to  past.  Lord  Romilly,  pp.  167,  168,  though  he 
considered  that  privilege  should  not  extend  to  a  case  where  the  formation 
was  obtained  by  a  solicitor  acting  as  such  but  was  not  derived  irom  the  client, 
recognized  that  the  authorities  while  restricting  it  to  communications  between 
solicitor  and  client  extended  it  to  aU  other  persons  with  whom  the  solicitor 
must  communicate  in  order  to  conduct  the  cause,  such  as  communications 
between  client  or  solicitor  and  persons  employed  to  get  up  evidence,  as  in 
Steele  v.  Stewart,  referred  to  ante,  p.  416,  and  that  there  was  a  broad  distinc- 
tion between  information  derived  in  these  cases  and  infonnation  derived 
from  third  parties  strangers  or  opposite  parties. 
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In  the  second  place  in  no  one  of  these  cases,  except  perhaps 
Sawyer  v.  Birchniore  referred  to  post^  nor  in  any  of  the  other 
cases  on  this  point,  did  the  actual  decision  involve  so  broad  a 
proposition  even  with  regard  to  communications  having  no 
reference  to  litigation.  In  every  one  of  the  following  (and 
see  also  Tristram  v.  Roberts^  posty  p.  439)  cases  it  will  be 
found  that  the  person  with  whom  the  communications  took 
place  was  an  opposite  party  in  the  sense  that  there  was  a 
question  in  dispute  between  him  and  the  client :  and  see 
Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kemiedy  v.  Lyell,  23  Ch.  D.  pp.  405— 406  • 
In  Lonsdale  v.  Seatoriy  1  T.  p.  77,  Alexander,  L.  0.  B.  says  : 
^'  On  the  one  hand  I  cannot  accede  to  the  proposition  that  to 
enable  the  witness  to  protect  himself  from  answering,  the 
communication  must  have  come  from  the  lips  of  the  client 
himself.  On  the  other  hand  the  proposition  that  an  attorney 
shall  be  protected  from  discovering  any  information  which  in 
the  course  of  his  employment  he  receives  in  any  way  or  at 
any  time  is  wholly  wild,  and,  if  correct,  it  would  come  to  this 
that  an  attorney  can  never  be  a  witness  in  any  case,  which  is 
contrary  to  every  day's  practice.  I  think  the  true  rule  lays 
between  the  two,  and  inclines  rather  more  to  the  former  than 
to  the  latter  proposition.''  In  this  case  he  considered  that 
the  solicitor  should  state  that  the  peurticular  fact  interrogated 
to  was  communicated  to  him  by  his  client  or  how  he  derived 
knowledge  of  it. 

So  perhaps  some  of  the  cases  (for  instance  Gore  v.  Bowser : 
and  see  Original,  8fc,  Co.  v.  Moony  30  L.  T.  193 :  and  also 
posty  p.  440)  may  be  supported  on  the  ground  that  the  solicitor 
wa3  acting  merely  as  the  medium  of  communication  between 
the  client  and  the  third  person,  and  either  not  in  any  strictly 
legal  capacity,  or  not  in  any  confidential  (see  antey  p.  378) 
capacity. 

It  will  be  noted  that  in  Desboro^  v.  Rawlins^  post,  the  com- 
mimications  were  not  made  to  the  solicitor  but  to  the  client  in 
the  presence  of  the  solicitor. 

*  It  may  be  noted  generally  that  in  Kennedy  v.  Ltfell,  p.  406,  the  same 
judge  refuses  to  accept  the  expressions  of  the  judges  in  some  of  these  cases 
as  absolute  andezhaiu»ti?e  statements  of  the  law  applicable  to  them. 
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See  also  as  to  oommiLBications  between  solicitors  and  third 
parties  ante^  pp.  403,  413,  414. 

In  Spenceley  y.  Sehulenberff,  7  East,  357,  an  attomej  as  witness  was  held 
bound  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  certain  document  (a  notice  to  produce) 
served  on  him  as  the  defendant's  attorney  by  the  opposite  party,  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  privilege  did  not  extend  to  adverse  proceedings  communicated  to 
him  as  attorney  in  the  cause  for  the  opposite  party,  in  the  disclosure  of  which 
there  could  be  no  breach  of  confidence. 

In  a  case  of  Gore  v.  Botcser,  5  D.  G-.  &  Sm.  30,  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  deed  on 
the  g^und  of  the  fraudulent  insertion  of  a  particular  clause,  the  defence 
beings  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  it,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  was  compelled 
afi  witness  to  disclose  in  favour  of  the  defendant  what  passed  at  an  interview 
between  himself  and  the  defendant  in  order  to  prove  such  notice :  Parker, 
v.  O.  observiog*,-  p.  34,  that  it  was  an  every-day  practice  to  produce  letters 
between  a  party's  solicitor  and  the  opposite  party  or  his  solicitor.  But  in 
Sugd.  V.  &  P.  p.  784  it  is  laid  down  that  the  counsel  attorney  or  agent  (qu. 
as  to  agent)  of  the  purchaser  cannot  be  admitted  to  prove  notice. 

So  in  Griffith  v.  iavies,  5  B.  &  A.  602,  it  was  said  that  the  attorney  could 
not  refuse  to  state  what  he  had  communicated  to  the  opposite  party  by  order 
of  his  client,  for  it  was  not  a  confidential  disclosure  but  an  open  communica- 
tion from  one  adversary  to  another,  something  which  had  been  already  said 
to  the  plaintiff,  to  this  extent  disapproving  a  contrary  decision  in  Gainsford 
V-  Grammar y  2  Gampb.  9  (where  he  was  protected  from  stating  the  nature  of 
the  propositions  he  made  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant's  order),  though 
not  what  his  client  actually  said  to  him :  and  accordingly  in  this  case  he  was 
held  bound  to  state  what  passed  at  a  conversation  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  respecting  a  compromise  at  which  he  was  present  as  the  defendant's 
solicitor. 

See  also  Weeks  v.  Argent^  16  M.  &  "W.  821,  where  it  was  said  that  where 
the  attorney  of  one  side  was  present  at  a  bargain  with  the  other  side  he  might 
give  evidence  of  what  passed,  and  therefore  in  this  case  might  state  what 
was  the  consideration  for  a  certain  note  given  on  such  an  occasion :  and 
Shore  v.  Bedford^  5  M.  &  G.  271,  where  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  held 
bound,  as  against  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  to  state  what  passed  on  an 
occasion  when  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  went  together  to  him,  and  to  give 
in  evidence  a  letter  which  the  defendant  had  then  instructed  l^im  to  write  to 
a  third  person. 

In  Bramwell  v.  Lucas,  2  B.  &  C.  745,  discussed  post^  p.  441,  it  may  be 
noted  that  at  p.  749  it  is  said  that  no  privilege  attaches  to  a  communication 
made  by  the  attorney  to  others  where  it  might  have  been  made  by  any  other 
(see  also  a  passage  in  Greenough  v.  Gaskell  referred  to  post,  p.  436)  person  as 
well  as  an  attorney  and  where  the  character  or  office  of  attorney  has  not 
been  called  into  action :  see  also  Sandford  y.  Remington  and  Caldbeek  v.  Boon, 
posif  p.  439. 

Desborough  v.  Rawlins,  3  M.  &  0.  515,  was  a  suit  by  one  insurance  com- 
pany against  the  directors  actuary  and  solicitor  of  another  insurance  com- 
pany to  have  a  life  policy  declared  void.  The  question  was  whether  the 
solicitor  was  bound  to  discover  what  passed  on  an  occasion  when,  in  answer 
to  a  proposition  by  the  defendant  company  to  a  third  insurance  company  to 
insure  tne  same  Ufe,  the  actuary  of  this  last  company  came  to  the  office  of 
the  defendant  company  bringiog  an  unfavourable  report  od  the  life  by  their 
medical  officer  and  refusing  the  insurance.  He  refused  to  discover  whether 
the  actuary  brought  the  report  and  handed  it  over,  or  whether  he  made  such 
statements  as  alleged,  or  what  statements.  Lord  Cottenham  observed,' 
p.  620,  that  it  was  a  transaction  between  two  companies  to  some  extent  in. 
opposition  to  one  another :  that,  the  communication  being  one  from  an  adverse 
party,  it  would  not  be  easy  to  consider  it  privileged  if  made  directly  to  the 
solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  communication,  as  was  the  case  in  Speneeley  v. 
Schulenberg  ;  again  on  p.  622,  he  referred  to  his  decision  in  Sawyer  ▼.  Bireh'^ 
mor9  as  cited  post^  and  on  p.  524  observed  that  it  would  be  yery  difficult  lor 
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tlie  attorney  to  protect  himself  from  stating  whether  the  actuary  came  with 
a  particular  document  in  his  hand,  for  that  if  it  had  been  communicated  to 
the  solicitor  it  would  be  exactly  within  Spenceley  y.  Sckulenberg^  and  generally 
refused  to  protect  him  until,  p.  625,  he  knew  exactly  how  he  came  to  be 
there  and  who  sent  for  him,  not  considering  it  sulfioient  for  him  to  say 
merely  that  he  was  there  as  the  solicitor  and  acquired  his  knowledge  solely 
as  sudi  solicitor. 

In  Sawyer  y.  Birehmore,  3  M.  &  K.  672,  an  attorney  was  examined  as  a 
witness  by  the  plaintiffs  and  was  asked  whether  he  had  been  employed  as 
solicitor  for  any  and  which  of  the  parties,  what  letters  passed  between  him 
as  such  solicitor  and  any  and  which  of  the  other  parties  or  any  other  persons, 
and  to  produce  them  or  set  forth  their  contents,  and  whether  he  attended 
any  meetings  of  any  of  the  parties  and  what  took  place  thereat.  He 
answered  that  he  was  employed  as  solicitor  for  A  B  and  G,  three  of  the 
defendants,  that  he  wrote  and  received  letters  as  such  solicitor,  but  as  to  the 
persons  to  and  by  whom  the  letters  were  sent  (see  also  Marriott  y.  Anchor, 
%c.  Co,  pott  J  p.  439)  and  the  other  matters  he  claimed  privilege.  Lord  Ck)t- 
tenham  held,  p.  577  (and  see  Deaborough  y.  Rawlins,  ante)  that  Spenceley  y. 
Sehulenberg  and  Bramwell  y.  Lucaa  riiowed  that  letters  communicated  to  the 
attorney  from  collateral  quarters,  to  which  the  interrogatory  clearly  pointed, 
were  not  protected,  and  that  the  witness  was  bound  to  answer  questions 
seeking  information  as  to  matters  of  fact  as  distinguished  from  confidential 
communications :  (as  to  this  last  point  see  poet,  p.  436).  Cotton,  L.  J.  in 
Kennedy  y.  Lyell^  p.  406,  places  this  case  amongst  the  second  class  of  oases 
that  is  to  say,  see  ante,  p.  432,  as  referable  to  the  principle  that  the  solicitor 
was  only  asked  to  give  evidence  of  a  fact  patent  to  his  senses.  But  this 
explanation  of  the  decision  seems  InsufBcient.  Lord  Gottenham  expressly 
held  the  letters  to  be  outside  the  privilege  as  being  communications  from 
collateral  quarters.  And  in  this  respect  it  g^es  beyond  the  other  decisions, 
for  here  the  persons  with  whom  the  conmiunications  passed  were  in  no  sense 
opposite  parties  or  parties  with  whom  there  was  a  dispute.  It  may  be 
observed  Uiat  the  decision  is  capable  of  support  upon  a  ground  referred  to  in 
the  argument  but  not  in  the  judgment,  namely  that  at  that  time  both 
plaintiffs  and  defendants  were  acting  together  in  the  same  interest  as  next  of 
Inn,  and  that  these  communications  might  be  held  to  have  passed  partly  on 
the  plaintiffs'  behalf :  .see  as  to  this  point,  ante,  pp.  379,  382. 

In  Ford  v.  Tennant,  32  BeaY.  162,  Lord  RomiUy,  recognizing  the  incon- 
sistency between  the  rule  conceived  to  be  estabUshed  by  these  cases  that 
oollateral  communications  are  not  privileged  (except  as  stated  ante,  p.  432) 
and  the  passage,  quoted  above  p.  428,  from  Lord  Brougham's  judgrment 
in  Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  102,  where  communications  made  on 
account  of  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  client  are  included  within  the  privilege 
fand  see  xbid,  pp.  104 — 105  '*  communications  on  his  client's  behalf"),  pre- 
lerred  to  follow  the  former,  and  accordingly  ordered  a  solicitor  to  produce 
letters  and  diuclose  communications  between  the  defendant  and  himself,  as 
the  solicitor  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action,  and  between  whom  there 
seems  to  have  been  a  question  in  dispute :  see  also  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy 
Y.  Lyell,  p.  406,  referring  to  this  case. 

Reference  may  also  be  made  to  Marsh  v.  Keith,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  342,  p.  348, 
where  it  was  not  considered  sufficient  to  say  that  the  solicitor  had  acquired 
his  knowledge  by  virtue  of  his  employment  as  solicitor  in  relation  to  the 
matters  in  question  and  from  no  other  source;  for  it  was  ooxtsistent  with 
that  statement  that  the  communication  might  have  been  made  to  the  solicitor 
without  any  oonmiunication  from  or  consultation  with  the  client:  but  see 
Kennedy  v.  Lyell,  23  Ch.  D.  p.  407,  where  Cotton,  L.  J.  considered  Marsh  y. 
Keith,  as  only  laving  down  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  information  was 
acquired  by  the  solicitor  from  third  parties  duriug  his  employment  as  soli- 
citor did  not  necessarily  protect  it:  and  see posf,  p.  441. 

Baker  v.  X.  ^  S.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  91  (dted  ante,  p.  421)  is  also 
referred  to  by  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  y.  Lyell,  p.  406,  as  an  instance  of  the 
•xdnsion  from  privilege  of  communications  with  opposite  parties. 

rF2 
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Qu.  whether  the  solicitor  could  claim  privilege  where  his 
knowledge  of  a  communication  from  the  opposite  party  to  his 
client  has  been  derived  not  by  being  present  at  an  interview 
but  by  being  informed  of  it  by  the  client.  In  Spenceley  v. 
Schulenberg  {ante,  p.  4^34),  Lord  Ellenborough  questioned 
whether  if  the  attorney  had  acquired  his  knowledge  of  the 
contents  of  the  paper  from  his  client  instead  of  having  re- 
ceived the  paper  himself  it  would  have  made  any  difference. 


(b)  As  to  the  Principle  that  the  Legal  Adviser  cannot  refuse  to 
give  Evidence  of  Facts  patent  to  the  Senses,  or  of  Col* 
latei^al  Matters  Information  or  Facts. 

See  as  to  the  obligation  to  give  discovery  of  facts  patent 
to  the  senses,  ante,  pp.  360 — 362,  discussing  Kennedy  v.  Lyell: 
and  in  particular  Brotcn  v.  Foster,  post,  p.  438. 

See  in  particular  as  to  the  obligation  to  give  discovery  of 
collateral  matters  information  or  facts :  Ex  parte  Campbell  : 
and  Doe  d.  Jupp  v.  Andrews :  referred  to,  post. 

Lord  Cottenham  in  Sawyer  v.  Birchmore,  3  M.  &  K.  pp. 
576 — 577  (cited  by  Baggallay,  L.  J.  in  Kennedy  v.  LyeU,  23 
Ch.  D.  p.  401,  and  see  further  as  to  Sawyer  v.  Birchmore, 
ante,  p.  435)  drew  a  distinction  between  questions  seeking 
information  as  to  matters  of  fact  as  distinguished  from  confi- 
dential communications.  But  qu.  whether  Bramwell  v.  Lticas 
bears  on  this  point  as  suggested  by  Lord  Cottenham :  see  post, 
p.  441. 

Lord  Brougham  in  Greenough  r.  OcuJcell^  1  H.  &  K.  p.  104,  thus  states  the 
ground  on  which  in  certain  cases  the  daim  of  privilegfe  was  disaUowed. 
*'  Where  there  could  not  be  said  in  any  correctness  of  speech  to  be  a  com- 
munication at  all :  as  where  for  instance  a  fact,  something  that  was  done, 
became  known  to  him  from  his  having  been  brought  to  a  certain  place  by 
the  circumstance  of  his  being  the  attorney,  but  of  which  fact  any  other  (see 
also  a  passage  in  Bramxcell  y.  Zueesy  referred  to  ante,  p.  434,  but  qu.  as  to 
this  ground)  man  would  have  been  equaUy  conusant,  and  even  this  has  been 
held  privileged  in  some  of  the  cases." 

La  Ex  parte  Campbell,  L.  R.  6  Gh.  p.  705,  James,  L.  J.  considered  that  it 
was  not  sufficient  to  protect  a  solicitor  from  disclosing  his  client's  residence 
that  it  came  to  his  knowledg^e  in  his  prof  essional  capacity  and  in  consequence 
of  his  employment  as  his  solicitor,  but  that  it  must  have  been  communicated 
to  him  confidentially  and  as  a  secret  for  the  purpose  of  being  advised  by  him, 
and  that  generaUy  a  solicitor  was  only  protected  from  discovering  some 
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matter  oommnnioated  to  him  sab  sigillo  confessioniB  (see  also  Ihoyer  v. 
Collins^  7  Exch.  p.  746,  **  a  secret  directly  or  indirectly  communicated  to  him 
in  professional  confidence,"  and  Oremough  v.  Oatkell^  1  M.  &  K.  p.  104,  ''in 
its  nature  private  and  the  subject  of  a  confidential  disclosure  "),  that  is  some 
fact  which  the  client  had  communicated  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
his  professional  advice  and  assistance  and  not  ooUatenu  matters.  But  see 
anU^  p.  431,  as  to  thia  test. 

In  Lonsdale  v.  Keaton,  referred  to  anUy  p.  433,  Alexander,  L.  C.  B.  at  p.  78 
observes  that  many  of  the  questions  put  could  not  have  been  the  subject  of 
communication,  at  least  of  privileged  communication :  for  instance  the  time 
and  place  of  D.'s  death  and  his  state  of  health,  &c. ;  and  that  this  informa- 
tion even  if  obtained  as  solicitor  could  not  be  said  to  be  privileged :  see  also 
onto,  pp.  360 — 362,  discussing  Kennedy  v.  Lyell, 

In  Gibbon  v.  Strathmore,  11  L.  J.  Gh.  366,  the  defendant's  solicitor  was 
interrogated  as  witness  whether  the  plaintiff  had  acted  as  adviser  and  agent 
for  the  defendant  Lady  Olamis  in  the  estate  and  affairs  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band. He  demurred  on  the  ground  that  he  was  employed  professionally  by 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  various  matters  connected  therewith,  and  that 
all  his  information  was  derived  from  communications  confidentially  made  to 
him  by  the  defendant  or  plaintiff  as  their  solicitor,  and  that  the  disclosure 
would  be  a  breach  of  professional  confidence.  His  demurrer  was  allowed. 
In  argument  some  stress  was  laid  on  the  word  ''or:"  but  it  was  said  that  he 
was  not  bound  to  disting^uish  from  whom  he  got  it.  But  qu.  if  he  had  got 
it  from  and  as  the  solicitor  of  the  party  seeking  the  disclosure,  see  ante, 
p.  427. 

In  Btcyer  v.  CollinSy  7  Exch.  p.  646,  it  is  said  that  the  privilege  does  not 
extend  to  any  matter  of  fact  which  the  attorney  knows  by  any  oUier  means 
than  by  conndential  communications  with  his  client  though  if  he  had  not 
been  employed  as  attorney  he  would  probably  not  have  known  it.  So  in 
Bull.  N.  P.  284,  it  is  steted  that  the  privilege  does  not  cover  a  fact  of  his 
own  knowledge  and  of  which  he  might  have  had  (said  to  have  no  larger 
meaning  than  "had"  inDaviet  v.  Watersy  9  M.  &  W.  p.  610,  and  see  JFhMt" 
ley  V.  WilliamSf  post)  knowledge  without  beiag  counsel  or  attorney  in  the 
cause,  and  that  an  attorney  may  be  asked  as  to  a  rasure  in  a  deed  or  will  or 
whether  he  had  ever  seen  it  in  any  other  plight  for  that  was  a  fact  of  his 
own  knowledge :  but  in  Cutis  v.  Pickering,  1  Vent.  197,  no  such  disclosure 
would  have  been  ordered  if  the  knowledge  had  been  acquired  after  retainer : 
and  see  Robson  v.  Ketnp,  post,  p.  438.  And  so  in  Lord  Say^s  case,  10  Mod.  40, 
refened  to  in  Oreenough  v.  Oaskell,  p.  108,  it  was  held  that  he  might  be  asked 
whether  a  deed  was  not  executed  until  five  months  after  date,  for  it  was  not 
a  secret  of  his  client's,  but  it  might  have  come  to  his  knowledgpe  without  his 
client's  acquainting  him,  and  was  of  that  nature  that  an  attorney  concerned 
or  anybody  else  might  inform  the  court,  but  that  he  ought  not  be  permitted 
to  diBCK>ver  any  confessions  his  client  might  have  made  to  him  on  that  head. 
And  Lord  Mansfield  in  Doe  d.  Jupp  v.  Andrews,  Cowp.  p.  846,  considered 
that  an  attorney  had  no  privilege  to  refuse  to  give  evidence  of  collateral 
facto. 

Lord  Abingier  refers  to  the  passage  in  Bull.'N.  P.  in  Wheatley  v.  Willianu, 
1  M.  &  W.  p.  541,  and  restricts  it  to  a  case  where  the  attorney  has  informa- 
tion independently  of  any  communication  from  the  dient,  and  considered 
that  it  could  not  mean  that  where  the  attorney  comins'  to  the  client  for  a 
confidential  purpose  obtains  some  other  collateral  information  which  he 
would  not  otherwise  have  possessed  he  could  be  compelled  to  disclose  it:  and 
that  suppose  an  attorney  while  searching  for  one  of  his  client's  deeds  finds 
another  aeed  which  might  operate  to  his  client's  prejudice,  must  he  disclose 
it.  And  in  this  case,  the  question  being  whether  a  document  shown  him  in 
a  professional  interview  was  then  stomped,  he  considered  that  if  a  document 
were  shown  to  an  attorney  in  pursuance  of  a  confidential  consultation  with 
his  client  all  that  appeared  on  its  face  was  a  part  of  the  confidential  com- 
munication (and  see  post^  p.  439).  And  Alderson,  B.  considered  that  the 
privilege  extended  to  all  knowledge  that  the  attorney  obtained  whidi  he 
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would  not  have  obtained  but  for  his  being  professionallj  consulted  by  his 
client. 

In  Coleman  v.  Orton,  9  L.  J.  Gh.  268,  a  solicitor,  being  asked  in  whose 
possession  or  custody  a  certain  document  was  and  when  and  where  he  last 
saw  it  (see  also  ante^  p.  426),  objected  to  answer  on  the  ground  that  his  own 
knowledge  was  derived  from  his  client  in  the  capacity  of  his  solicitor :  he 
was  protected.  In  Turqimnd  v.  Knight,  2  M.  &  W.  98,  where  the  question 
was  whether  a  lease  had  been  deposited  with  the  defendant  by  a  bankrupt 
before  or  after  his  bankruptcy,  an  attorney  was  protected  from  answering 
whether  the  lease  was  not  in  his  client's  possesnion  when  he  came  to  him 
after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and  whether  he  had  not  brought  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  money:  for  where,  it  was  said,  per  Alderson,  B.  p.  101,  the 
communication  made  relates  to  a  circumstance  bo  connected  with  the  employ- 
ment as  attorney  that  the  character  formed  the  ground  of  the  communication 
it  is  privileged  from  disclosure ;  (and  the  business  of  a  scrivener  was  con- 
sidered withm  the  privilege,  see  ante,  p.  376).  On  the  other  hand  in  Eicke  v. 
Jiokety  1  Moo.  &  M.  306,  an  attorney's  derk  was  ordered  to  answer  whether 
the  defendant  his  client  had  given  him  a  copyof  a  biU. 

In  £e  Zand  Credit  Society  of  Irelandy  15  W.  B.  703,  a  solicitor,  present 
when  securities  were  delivered  to  his  client,  was  ordered  by  Lord  Homilly  to 
disclose  by  whom  they  were  delivered  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  infor- 
mation communicated,  to  the  solicitor  by  the  client  but  was  obtained  inde- 
pendently by  the  evidence  of  his  own  eyes :  but  qu.  see  Bobson  v.  Kemp,  pott. 

In  Brown  v.  FMier,  1  H.  &  N.  736  (an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  on 
the  ground  of  a  charge  brought  against  the  plaintiff  before  a  magistrate)  it 
was  suggested  that  an  entry  had  been  made  in  a  certain  book  after  the  pro- 
ceeding before  the  magistrate.  The  gentleman  who  had  acted  as  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  before  the  magistrate  was  called,  and  was  held  bound  to  say 
what  was  the  state  of  the  book  when  produced  on  that  occasion,  for  he  had 
not  learnt  it  or  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the  book  from  his 
client.  It  was  said  by  Pollock,  G.  B.  in  this  case,  p.  739,  that  he  might 
give  evidence  of  a  fact  which  was  patent  to  his  senses :  and  see  ante^  p.  436. 

It  was  said  by  Martin,  B.  in  the  same  case  that  'Hhe  counsel  cannot 
refuse  to  answer  with  respect  to  matters  which  he  sees  with  his  eyes  " :  and 
see  Be  Land  Credit  Society  of  Ireland,  ante.  But  qu.  In  Bobson  v.  Kemp,  6  Esp. 
p.  65,  referred  in  Greenougk  v.  Gaekell,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  106,  it  is  laid  down  that 
one  sense  is  privileged  as  well  as  another,  and  that  he  cannot  be  said  to  be 
privileged  as  to  what  he  knows  but  not  as  to  what  he  sees,  where  the  know- 
ledge acquired  as  to  both  has  been  from  his  situation  as  attorney,  and  accord- 
ingly, the  attorney  being  asked  as  to  the  destruction  of  a  deed,  and  it  ap- 
pearing that  what  he  kuew  oonceminff  it  had  been  acquired  from  being 
called  m  as  attorney  and  not  by  any  ouier  mode,  he  was  protected,  for  this 
was  a  transaction  with  which  ne  had  only  become  acquainted  from  being 
employed  as  attorney  and  the  act  could  not  be  stripped  of  the  confidence  and 
communication  as  an  attorney,  he  being  then  acting  in  that  character. 

He  is  bound  to  prove  his  client's  huidwriting:  Dvoyer  v.  Collitu,  7  Ezch. 
p.  646:  Murdv,  Moning,  1  G.  &  P.  372:  for  it  is  no  breach  of  confidence: 
Botclee  v.  Stewart,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  p.  226 :  and  for  the  same  reason  to  prove 
his  client's  identity  as  the  person  who  put  in  an  answer,  for  it  was  not  in 
the  nature  of  a  confidential  communication  between  attorney  and  client,  but 
a  fact  easily  cognizable  to  the  witness  and  to  many  other  persons  without 
any  confidence  on  the  subject  being  reposed  in  him :  Studdy  v.  Sandere,  2 
Dow.  &'It.  347  :  not  a  matter  confidentially  disclosed  to  him :  Oreenough  v. 
Oaekell,  1  M.  &  K.  p.  108,  referring  to  Studdy  v.  Sandere,  and  disapproving 
Bex  V.  Watkinton,  2  Str.  1122,  contra:  and  see  Doe  d.  Jupp  v.  Andrewe^ 
where  Lord  Mansfield  said  he  had  known  an  attorney  examined  to  prove 
that  his  client  swore  and  sig^ned  an  answer  in  chancery  on  which  he  was 
being  indicted  for  perjury:  and  see  Dwyery.  Collins,  7  Exch.  p.  646:  Vailleant 
V.  Dodemead,  2  Atk.  528.  In  Parkine  v.  Hawkshaw,  2  Str.  240,  however  he 
was  not  allowed  to  g^ve  evidence  as  to  communications  with  his  client  in 
order  to  prove  his  identify. 
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He  has  been  held  not  bound  to  dlBoover  his  client's  abode  that  he  might 
be  taken  in  execution :  Hooper  y.  Harcourt^  H.  Blaokst.  I.  634  :  nor  that  he 
might  be  served  with  a  subp.  duo.  tec. :  Heath  v.  Crealockj  L.  B.  15  Eq.  267. 
But  qu.  whether  these  decisions  can  stand  after  £x  parte  Campbell  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  L.  B.  6  Gh.  703,  referred  to  anU,  p.  436.  '  But  no  solioitor 
is  at  liberty  in  consequence  of  anj  privilege  of  the  client  directly  or  indirectly 
to  conceal  any  fact  which  will  enable  the  court  to  discover  the  residence  of 
its  ward  of  court,  and  he  must  produce  documents  (here  envelopes  with  post- 
marks on  them)  for  this  purpose :  Burton  v.  Damley :  Bamsbotham  v.  Senior^ 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  675,  676. 

In  a  suit  for  specific  performance  by  vendor  against  purchaser  the  pur* 
ohaser^s  solicitor  was  held  bound  as  witness  to  answer  whether  any  objections 
to  title  hud  been  mode  by  him  on  the  purchaser's  behalf,  for  that  was  a  dis- 
tinct fact,  like  for  instance  the  execution  of  a  deed,  which  he  could  not  object 
to  prove  for  the  benefit  of  third  parties,  though  the  effect  might  be  to  destaxr^ 
the  client* B  interests :  but  otherwise  whether  the  objections  had  been  waived, 
for  that  might  be  the  effect  or  result  of  a  course  of  conduct  or  series  of 
transactions,  and  might  be  only  the  expression  of  his  opinion :  Triatram  v. 
Roberts f  10  Jur.  125.  Qu.  whether  it  would  not  be  obligatory  to  give  dis* 
covery  of  this  nature,  as  being  communications  to  an  opposite  party,  see 
ante^  p.  433. 

The  fact  of  retainer  of  counsel  was  considered  not  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a 
privileged  communication  by  Parke,  B.  in  Forshaw  v.  LewU,  1  Jur.  N.  S. 
p.  264 ;  7  Exoh.  pp.  715—716 :  but  see  Foote  v.  Hayney  1  C.  &  P.  645,  where 
it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  evidence  of  retainer  and  of  the  date  of 
such  retainer  was  within  the  rule  of  confidential  communications. 

An  attorney  has  been  held  bound  to  disclose  the  name  of  the  person 
employing  him  to  conduct  the  cause,  the  object  being  to  discover  the  real 
defendant  in  order  to  let  in  the  declarations  and  admissions  of  the  real  party 
interested:  Zeri/  v.  Pope,  1  M.  &  M.  410:  and  see  ante,  p.  89,  referring  t^ 
Sketehley  v.  Connolly:  (but  see  also  ttnte^  pp.  376, 428,  as  to  duoovery  of  client's 
names) :  and  to  state  whether  certain  persons  employed  him  as  their  attorney 
in  their  character  of  executors :  Beekwith  v.  Bonner^  6  G.  &  P.  p.  682 :  and 
see  GUlard  v.  Bates,  referred  to  poety  p.  442.  In  an  Ajnerioan  case,  Chiraa 
v.  Beinicker,  11  Wheat.  280,  it  was  considered,  pp.  294—296,  that  it  would 
be  no  breach  of  professional  confidence  for  the  witness  to  answer  whether  he 
was  employed  as  counsel  to  conduct  an  ejectment  action,  for  it  only  esta- 
blished the  relation,  but  it  was  held  that  it  would  be  so  to  answer  whether 
he  was  employed  by  him  as  landlord  of  the  premises,  for  it  involved  a  dis- 
closure of  nis  title  and  cladm.  See  also  Tristram  v.  Roberts,  ante  :  Gibbon  v. 
Sirathmore,  ante,  p.  437 :  and  Sawyer  v.  Birehmore,  ante,  p.  436. 

In  Marriott  v.  Atiehor,  ^c.  Co,  3  Qiff.  304,  a  solicitor  being  asked  to  whom 
he  had  made  certain  applications  answered,  **  What  I  did  I  did  as  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitor  "  :  he  was  protected,  though  otherwise  if  it  had  come  out  that 
he  obtained  the  names  aliunde :  but  see  Sawyer  v.  Birchmore,  ante,  p.  435. 

In  Sandford  v.  Remington,  2  Ves.  jun.  189,  it  was  held  that  a  solicitor 
must  answer  as  to  being  sent  with  orders  to  execute  a  judgment,  for  it  was 
an  act.  And  so  as  to  being  directed  by  his  client  to  send  some  one  with  the 
sheriff  to  point  out  the  person  to  be  arrested  under  a  cap.  ad  sat. :  Caldbeek 
V.  Boon,  7  Ir.  R.  0.  L.  32,  referring  to  Sandford  v.  Remington  and  Oillard  v. 
Bates,  cited  post,  p.  442 :  a  direction  to  the  attorney  to  issue  execution 
being  a  professional  communication,  but  anything  beyond  that  being  outside 
the  scope  of  his  employment :  ibid,  p.  36 :  and  see  a  passage  in  BramweU  v. 
Lucas  referred  to  ante,  p.  434 :  and  see  generally  as  to  what  is  within  the 
scope  of  professional  employment  ante,  p.  373  to  p.  377  :  and  see  post  (c). 

He  is  privileged  from  disclosing  the  contents  of  documents  entrusted  to  him 
in  his  professional  capacity  (or  **  collaterally  *'  known  to  him,  see  Wheatley  v. 
Williams,  ante,  p.  437),  and  which  he  is  acquainted  with  only  by  virtue  of 
professional  cozmdence :  Dwyer  v.  Collitu,  7  Exch.  p.  646 :  Davies  v.  Waters, 
9  M.  &  W.  608  :  Bate  v.  Kinsey,  1  C.  M.  &  B.  p.  43 :  Phill.  Evid.  p.  114 : 
Wright  v.  Mayers  6  Ves.  280—281 :  and  see  Chant  v.  Brotvn,  7  Ha.  p.  82 :  of 
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an  abstraot  made  by  him :  J2.  t.  Tipper  Boditigtony  8  D.  &  B.  726,  p.  732 :  of 
a  deed  the  only  Imowledgpe  of  the  contents  of  which  he  had  obtained  by 
reading  it  over  at  a  consultation  with  counsel :  Davies  v.  Waters  :  of  an 
account  book  sent  to  him  by  his  client  in  answer  to  a  request  for  information 
in  order  to  prepare  a  case  for  counsel :  Cleave  v.  JoneSy  21  L.  J.  Ex.  105  :  7 
Exch.  428 :  and  see  as  to  a  will  I>oe  d.  Carter  v.  JameSf  2  M.  &  B.  47.  Or 
matters  which  he  only  knows  by  means  of  such  contents :  Mills  v.  Oddy,  6 
G.  &  P.  p.  731 :  as  for  instance  that  his  client  had  no  power  to  grant  a  lease : 
Moore  v.  Tyrrell,  2  B.  &  Ad.  870,  p.  878 :  or  as  to  the  existence  of  charges 
on  an  estate :  Marsh  v.  Keithy  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  342.  Or  from  answering  any 
questions  respecting  the  document :  Cresswell,  J.  in  Volant  v.  Soyer,  13  G.  B. 
231,  p.  236,  where  the  question  was  "what  was  the  deed."     But  see  ante, 

S.  426,  as  to  disclosing  the  whereabouts  and  giving  a  list  of  his  client's 
ocuments.  In  Brand  v.  Aekermany  6  Esp.  p.  120,  Lord  Ellenborough  held 
that  where  a  question  was  put  as  to  the  existence  of  a  certain  bill  and  as  to 
the  names  times  and  dates,  that  was  not  a  mere  fact  but  consisted  of  circum- 
stances which  the  attorney  came  to  be  acquainted  with  from  the  delivery  of 
the  bill  to  him  by  his  client,  and  was  a  communication  to  him  from  his  client 
which  he  was  bound  not  to  disclose.  But  he  was  held  bound  to  show  the  in- 
dorsement on  a  deed  in  order  to  prove  its  identity  where  it  did  not  involve  a 
disclosure  of  the  contents :  Fhelps  v.  Rew,  3  E.  &  B.  430 :  and  see  Brown  v. 
Foster,  ante,  p.  438,  referring  to  this  case :  and  generally  it  would  seem,  see 
ibid.  p.  439  (but  see  Feter  v.  Watk'ms,  post,  p.  443),  it  must  be  produced  for 
the  purpose  of  identification  by  any  means  so  long  as  the  contents  are  not 
disclosed.  Where  a  party  placed  a  f  orgped  will  amongst  some  documents  and 
sent  them  to  his  attorney  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  asking  his  advice  upon 
them,  but,  as  it  pretty  clearly  appeared,  that  the  attorney  might  find  the 
will  and  act  upon  it,  which  he  did,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  put  iuto  his 
hands  in  professional  confidence  and  might  therefore  be  read  in  evidence: 
J2.  V.  Hay  ward,  2  G.  &  K.  234 ;  qu.  whether  if  a  document  be  g^ven  by  the 
dient  to  his  attorney  to  be  shown  to  a  particular  person :  see  R.  v.  Tilney, 
18  L.  J.  Mag.  Gas.  p.  38 :  or  to  intending  purchasers  for  the  purpose  of  a 
sale  and  th^^ore  in  effect  to  the  world :  see  Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Hertford, 
cited  ante,  p.  375,  it  is  privileged :  and  see  ante,  pp.  366,  378 :  the  solicitor  is 
there  onlv  the  medium  of  communication :  see  ante,  p.  433.  It  seems  that 
the  privilege  remains  though  the  document  has  already  been  made  public  by 
production  in  court  in  a  previous  action :  R.  v.  HawJcxns,  2  G.  &  K.  823, 
where  the  document  had  b^n  entrusted  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
that  action :  or  before  a  master  in  chambers  in  another  suit  (vouchers)  R.  v. 
Dixon,  3  Burr.  1687  (cited  ante,  p.  356) :  and  see  R,  v.  Smith,  reported  in 
Phill.  Evid.  p.  119.  It  must  be  remembered  that  with  regard  to  the  pro- 
duction of  a  client's  documents  the  question  is  so  far  as  discovery  is  concerned 
one  of  property :  see  ante,  p.  429. 


(o)  Miscellaneous. 

The  oommunioation  from  the  client  to  the  attorney  must 
be  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  legal  advice  and  not  for 
information  as  to  matters  of  fact :  Greenough  v.  Gaskelly  1  M. 
&  K.  pp.  114 — 115  :  Deshord'  v.  Rawlim^  3  M.  &  0.  p.  521  : 
Sawyer  v.  Birchmore,  3  M.  &  K.  pp.  576 — 577 :  Bramwell  v. 
Lucasy  2  B.  &  0.  745 :  and  see  antey  p.  436.  But  it  is  clear, 
see  antcj  pp.  413 — 416,  that  this  must  not  be  applied  to  infor- 
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mation  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  litigation  or  at  any  rate 
as  materials  for  evidence. 

In  Bramwell  y.  Zveatf  2  B.  &  0.  745,  it  was  held  that  where  a  bankrupt 
had  asked  his  solicitor  whether  he  could  safely  attend  a  meeting  of  his 
creditors  without  being  arrested  and  the  solicitor  recommended  him  to  stay 
where  he  was  till  the  fact  should  be  ascertained,  the  question  was  one  seek- 
ing information  as  to  a  matter  of  fact  and  not  of  law,  and  the  answer  was 
not  legal  advice.  This  decision  however  was  regarded  by  Lords  Brougham 
and  Gottenham  as  somewhat  of  a  refinement,  even  if  it  was  not  actually  dis- 
approved :  see  Greenough  v.  Oaskell,  pp.  114 — 115 ;  Detboro*  y.  JRawlins.  pp. 
521—523  :  Sawyer  y.  Birchmore^  pp.  576 — 577. 

In  Sawyer  y.  Birekmore^  pp.  bl^—hlly  Lord  Gottenham  refers  to  Bramicell 
y.  Lucas  as  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that  the  solicitor  must  answer 
questions  seeking  information  as  to  matters  of  fact  as  distingnished  from 
oonfidential  communications ;  but  the  propositions  seem  entirely  distinct, 
see  ante,  p.  436. 

The  privilege  does  not  cover  everything  the  knowledge  of 
which  the  solicitor  has  acquired  while  acting  as  the  solicitor 
of  the  party  whether  connected  with  or  having  reference  to 
such  employment  or  not :  Thomas  v.  RawUns^  27  Beav.  146 : 
Greenough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  E.  p.  104  :  and  see  ante,  p.  435, 
referring  to  Marsh  v.  Keith  and  Kennedy  v.  Lt/elL 

The  communication  must  be  made  to  the  legal  adviser  in 
his  professional  capacity :  see  ant^^  p.  372.  Therefore  no 
privilege  attached  to  a  remark  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
attorney  after  the  successful  compromise  of  an  action  upon  a 
note  to  the  effect  that  he  was  glad  the  action  was  settled,  for 
he  had  only  given  10/.  and  his  note  for  it  and  knew  it  was  a 
lottery  transaction :  for  it  was  not  communicated  in  confi- 
dence as  instructions  for  conducting  the  cause  or  for  any  pur- 
pose of  business,  but  was  a  mere  gratis  dictum  or  by  way  of 
idle  and  useless  conversation  or  exultation :  Cohdcn  v.  Ken-* 
rickf  4  T.  R.  431,  referred  to  in  Greenough  v.  Gaskelly  1  M. 
&  K.  p.  109.  So  in  Annesley  v.  Angleseay  cited  ante^  p.  356, 
the  prosecutor's  attorney  was  held  bound  to  state  that  pend- 
ing proceedings  on  the  indictment  his  client  had  observed  to 
him  that  he  would  give  a  large  sum  to  have  the  prisoner 
hanged.  In  Gillard  v.  Bates,  6  M.  &  W.  547,  it  was  said  by 
the  court,  p.  548  :  "  The  privilege  does  not  attach  to  every- 
thing which  the  client  says  to  the  attorney:  the  test  is 
whether  the  communication  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  proceedings  in  which  the  attorney  is  em- 
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ployed :  if  it  is  necessary  it  becomes  privileged."  But  qu. 
whether  "  necessity"  is  the  test :  see  Cleave  v.  Jonea,  21  L.  J. 
Ex.  p.  108,  where  Martin,  B.  considers  that  if  the  communi- 
cation were  made  bona  fide  by  the  client,  he  thinking  it  was 
necessary,  it  is  privileged  though  the  client  may  be  in  error 
in  considering  it  necessary.  In  Gillard  v.  Bates,  the  question 
in  the  action  being  whether  the  plaintiff,  a  solicitor,  had  been 
employed  by  the  defendant  or  another  person,  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor  was  held  bound  to  answer  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
not  said  to  him  on  a  particular  occasion  that  he  was  employed 
by  this  other  person. 

Where  the  professional  legal  adviser  witnesses  a  document. 

Where  the  attorney  makes  himself  a  subscribing  witness  and  thereby 
assumes  another  character  for  the  occasion,  adopting  the  duties  which  it 
imposes  he  becomes  bound  to  g^ve  evidence  of  all  that  a  subscribing  witness 
can  be  required  to  prove :  Oreenough  v.  Qaskelly  1  M.  &  K.  pp.  104,  108  :  of 
all  that  passed  in  his  presence  at  the  execution  of  the  deed,  or  at  the  time 
respecting  the  execution :  Robson  v.  Kemp,  6  Esp.  p.  54 :  Sandford  v. 
Jtemington-  2  Ves.  jun.  189 :  not  of  course  what  took  place  in  the  concoction 
and  preparation  of  the  deed,  or  at  any  time  and  not  connected  with  its  exe- 
cution :  Robson  v.  Kempy  p.  54 :  not  the  private  conversation  as  to  the  deed 
with  regard  to  what  was  communicated  as  the  reason  for  making  it :  Sand' 
ford  V.  Remington,  p.  189.  He  makes  hinLself  as  has  been  said  a  public  man 
and  pledges  himseli  to  give  evidence :  Robson  y.  Kemp,  p.  64 :  Oreenough  v. 
GashsUy  pp.  108 — 109 ;  Doe  d.  Jupp  v.  Andrews,  Gowp.  p.  846 :  see  also 
Tristram  v.  Roberts,  ante,  p.  439. 


V.  Where  the  same  Solicitor  acts  for  Two  Persons  in  some 
Transaction  such  as  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee  in  a 
Mortgage,  or  Vendor  and  Purchaser  in  a  Sale. 

Some  practical  difficulty  arises  in  cases  of  this  kind  in 
determining  whether  his  knowledge  is  derived  in  his  capacity 
as  solicitor  for  the  one  party  or  the  other,  or  both. 

If  the  party  employs  an  attorney  who  is  also  employed  on 
the  other  side  the  privilege  is  confined  to  such  communications 
as  are  clearly  made  to  him  in  the  character  of  his  own  attorney : 
Perr^  v.  Smith,  9  M.  &  W.  p.  683. 

In  R.  V.  Avery,  8  0.  &  P.  696,  where  the  same  solicitor  acted  for  both 
lender  and  borrower,  he  was  held  bound  to  produce  the  will  under  which 
the  latter  claimed  the  interest  proposed  to  be  mortgaged  and  to  give  evidence 
of  what  was  said  to  him  as  to  the  loan :  see  also  R.  y.  Farley,  2  G.  &  K.  313, 
referred  to  ante,  p.  876. 
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In  Ftrry  y.  Smith,  an  action  to  reooyer  the  pnrohase-money  of  property 
sold  by  the  plaintifi  to  the  defendant,  the  evidence  of  the  attorney  who  had 
acted  for  both  parties,  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  applied  to  him  to 
postpone  payment  of  the  purchase- money,  was  received,  for  it  was  said  to 
him  in  his  adverse  character  of  attorney  for  the  vendor. 

In  Baughe  v.  Cradockcj  1  M.  &  R.  18*2,  a  creditor  wrote  to  the  person 
acting  as  attorney  for  both  himself  and  his  debtor,  pressing  him  as  his 
attorney  to  g«t  payment,  complaining  of  his  backwardness  from  being  also 
the  debtor's  attorney,  and  mining  an  offer  as  to  the  mode  of  payment.  It 
was  held  that  the  letter  containing  this  offer  to  be  made  to  the  debtor  was 
not  a  communication  to  him  in  his  single  character  of  the  creditor's 
attorney. 

In  Doe  d.  Feter  v.  TFatkins,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  421,  an  attorney  was  employed 
by  a  mortgagor  to  raise  a  sum  of  money,  and  received  from  him  the  abstract 
of  title  of  the  property :  no  money  was  advanced.  He  was  not  permitted  to 
identify  the  abstract.  At  p.  425  it  was  said  that  the  question  was  whether 
he  was  speaking  to  a  transaction  in  which  the  relation  of  attorney  and  client 
existed  between  him  and  the  mortgagor,  that  he  was  not  the  less  employed 
by  the  mortgagor  because  he  was  employed  by  others  to  lay  out  money,  that 
in  asking  for  the  abstract  he  was  acting  as  the  attorney  of  both  and  therefore 
could  not  disclose  communications  made  to  him  as  attorney  for  the  mortgagor, 
and  that  it  would  be  dangerous  if  when  the  same  professional  man  was 
employed  he  were  permitted  to  disclose  the  communications  made  to  him  by 
either  side. 

Tat/lor  V.  Blaeklow,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  235,  may  also  be  referred  to  where  the 
attorney  acting  for  both  lender  and  borrower  had  disclosed  to  the  former  the 
defects  of  the  borrower's  title. 


(    444    ) 


CHAPTER  m. 

DISCOVERY  OF  THK  EVIDENCE  OF  A  PARTy's  CASE. 

A  PARTY  is  not  compelled  to  give  discovery  of  the  evidence 
of  his  case  (objection  (3),  see  ante^  p.  310). 

This  objection  is  put  in  the  following  form  in  the  third  proposition  in 
Wigwam  at  p.  261 :  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  in  equity  to  the  benefit  of  the 
defendant's  oath  is  limited  to  a  discovery  of  such  material  facts  as  relate  to 
the  plaintiff's  case  and  does  not  extend  to  a  discovery  of  the  manner  in  which 
the  defendant's  case  is  to  be  established  or  to  evidence  which  relates  exclu- 
sively to  his  case.  And  the  learned  author  also  uses  the  following  expres- 
sions :  PL  375,  discovery  appertaining  to  the  defendant's  case  alone :  PI.  346, 
discovery  relating  exclusively  to  his  case :  the  evidence  by  means  of  which 
that  case  is  to  be  established. 

The  condition  that  the  evidence  must  relate  '<  exclusively  "  to  the  party's 
own  case  has  been  omitted  in  the  form  of  objection  stated  above  for  two  rea- 
sons :  first,  that  evidence  which  does  not  exclusively  relate  to  the  party's 
own  case  cannot  strictly  be  said  to  be  evidence  of  his  case  only,  and  is  there- 
fore not  within  the  terms  of  the  objection :  second,  that  the  condition  of  ex- 
clusive relation  while  applicable  to  some  documents  is  not  applicable  to  other 
documents,  or  rather  is  applicable  only  in  a  totally  different  sense :  see  post, 
p.  477. 

As  to  the  limitation  of  a  party's  right  of  discovery  to  material  facts  relating 
to  his  own  case  it  has  been  pointed  out  {ante,  p.  1 1)  that  it  is  preferable  to 
refer  the  relevancy  of  discovery  to  the  matters  in  question  rather  than  the 
party's  case. 

The  proposition  that  the  right  of  discovery  does  not  extend  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  opponent's  case  is  to  be  established  is  objectionable  on  account 
of  ito  ambiguity.  In  one  sense  undoubtedly  a  party  is  not  bound  to  disclose 
the  manner  in  which  he  is  going  to  establish  his  case :  it  would  be  equivalent 
to  a  disclosure  of  the  evidence  that  he  intends  to  adduce  in  support  of  his 
case.  But  in  another  sense,  and  in  this  sense  it  is  used  in  Redes.  PI.  9,  such 
discovery  is  not  protected :  he  is  bound  to  discover  what  his  case  is,  according 
to  the  modem  practice  at  all  events ;  see  this  point  farther  discussed,  post^ 
p.  447.  The  expression  is  also  used  in  some  common  law  cases :  see  post, 
p.  447. 

As  to  the  proposition  that  disooveir  appertaining  or  relating  exclusively  to 
the  party's  own  case  is  protected  as  (ustinguished  from  the  evidence  of  that 
case,  the  following  observations  may  be  made.  In  the  first  place  the  learned 
author  (and  so  Mr.  Hare  in  his  book  on  Discovery,  pp.  183 — 187)  uses  the 
expression  evidence  or  evidences  to  denote  any  discovery  which  can  be  re- 
quired either  by  way  of  answers  to  interrogatories  or  production  of  documento, 
whether  the  answers  or  documents  be  strictly  evidence  or  not.  In  the  second 
place  a  party  is  (see  ante)  bound  to  discover  what  his  case  is.  For  these  rea- 
sons therefore  it  seems  preferable  to  express  this  ground  of  protection  in  the 
form  adopted  above,  it  being  imderstood  that  '*  evidence  "  includes  matter  or 
documents  not  in  themselves  strictly  evidence  of  the  party's  own  case. 

In  Bedes.  PI.  190,  this  limitation  of  the  right  to  discovery  is  put  thus. 
'*  Where  the  title  of  the  defendant  is  not  in  privity  but  inoonsistent  with  the 
title  made  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  discover  the  evi- 


THE  party's  evidence.  445 

denoe  of  the  title  under  which  he  claims."  Mr.  Hare,  at  p.  109,  justly  dis- 
approves of  this  statement  of  the  limitation :  for  the  question  is  whether  the 
matters  or  writing  oonstitute  evidence  solely  of  the  party's  own  title ;  the 
existence  or  non-existence  of  privity  is  not  the  criterion. 

The  grounds  for  this  exception  or  privilege  are  that,  if  it 
did  not  exist,  it  would  be  opening  a  wide  door  to  perjury  by 
enabling  the  opponent  to  collect  evidence  to  contradict  it :  see 
Wigr.  PI.  7,  347 :  Plummer  v.  May,  1  Ves.  426 :  Bligh  v. 
BensoUy  7  Pri.  p.  207.  If  you  give  one  side  the  opportunity 
of  knowing  the  particulars  of  the  evidence  that  is  to  be 
brought  against  him,  then  you  give  a  rogue  an  enormous 
advantage :  he  may  then  be  able  although  he  has  no  evidence 
in  support  of  his  own  case  to  shape  his  case  and  his  evidence 
in  such  a  way  as  to  defeat  entirely  the  ends  of  justice :  Jessel, 
M.  R.  in  Benhow  v.  Lowy  16  Ch.  D.  p.  95.  One  party  is  not 
entitled  to  see  the  other  party's  brief :  ibid.  pp.  98 — 99 :  and 
see  pasty  p.  453,  and  antCy  p.  407. 


Part  I. 

DISCOVERY  OF  THE  EVIDENCE  OF  A  PARTy's  CASE  IN  ANSWER 

TO  INTERROGATORIES. 

In  discussing  this  (see  antey  p.  444)  limitation  of  or  ex- 
ception to  the  right  of  discovery  in  its  application  to  pro- 
duction of  documents  the  necessity  is  pointed  out  of  separating 
documents  into  two  classes  for  this  purpose :  see  poaty  p.  447. 
This  difference  of  treatment  does  not  seem  practically  neces- 
sary in  the  case  of  interrogatories.  There  may  be  however 
cases  in  which  the  validity  of  a  claim  to  protection  against 
answering  interrogatories  may  be  tested  by  conceiving  the 
matter  to  be  contained  in  a  document  and  considering 
whether  the  document  would  be  protected.  For  this  purpose 
a  reference  to  the  distinction  necessary  to  be  drawn  in  the 
case  of  documents  may  usefully  be  made:  see  also  as  to 
interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  contents  of  documents,  poaty 
p.  473. 

There  are  ti^o  perfectly  legitimate  provinces  of  discovery 
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the  distinctions  between  which  and  the  above  proposition 
have  occasioned  and  must  always  occasion  considerable  diffi- 
culty in  practice.  These  two  provinces  are  discussed  in  the 
following  sections  A.  and  B. 

A.  As  to  Discovert/  of  the  Adversary's  Case. 

For  certain  purposes  discovery  of  the  nature  of  the  adver- 
sary's caae  or  of  the  facts  on  which  he  relies  is  permissible : 
(as  to  discovery  of  the  nature  of  his  title  in  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  land,  see  post^  pp.  524,  629  :  or  for  the  recovery 
of  property,  joo«^,  p.  516). 

In  Wigr.  PI.  372,  citing  a  passage  in  Eedes.  PI.  referred 
to  posty  the  learned  author  regards  this  as  a  fimction  of 
pleading  and  not  of  discovery :  and  in  fact  the  propositions 
of  his  book  are  framed  on  that  footing :  see  antey  pp.  11,  444 : 
see  also  j9o«^,  p.  531,  discussing  Wigr.  PI.  379 — 382,  where  he 
regards  discovery  of  the  nature  of  the  adversary's  title  as  in- 
admissible except  in  certain  special  cases.  No  doubt  as  a 
matter  of  pleading  each  party  is  entitled  to  know  what  his 
adversary's  case  is  in  order  that  he  may  know  with  certainty 
what  case  he  has  to  meet :  see  Wigr.  PI.  372 :  and  James,  L.  J. 
in  Saunders  v.  JoneSy  7  Ch.  D.  p.  447.  It  is  clear  however 
from  the  authorities,  posty  that  within  certain  limits  the 
machinery  of  discovery  may  be  used  in  this  direction. 

Although  the  adversary  need  not  discover  the  evidence 
which  he  proposes  to  adduce  he  must  discover  the  facts  on 
which  he  relies  to  establish  his  case :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  in 
Eade  v.  Jacobsy  3  Ex.  D.  p.  337,  and  A.  G.  v.  Gaskill^  20 
Ch.  D.  p.  529 :  Bradbury  v.  Cooper y  posty  p.  473 :  Ashley  v. 
Taylor,  post,  p.  454 :  Brett,  M.  E.  in  Bolckow  v.  Fishery  10 
Q.  B.  D.  pp.  169—170 ;  and  in  Phillips  v.  PhilUpSy  4  Q.  B.  D. 
pp.  133 — 134 :  and  Lord  Cottenham  in  A.  O.  v.  Corp, 
LondoHy  2  M.  &  Q-.  p.  257 :  and  see  posty  pp.  452 — 453,  re- 
ferring to  Saunders  v.  Jones:  Commissioners  of  Sewers  v. 
Olane:  Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Letcis:  and  Benbow  v.  Low ;  and 
see  Millington  v.  Loring,  6  Q.  B.  D.  190,  where  any  facts 
which  a  party  was  entitled  to  prove  at  the  trial,  pp.  194,  196, 
(as  here  the  fact  of  seduction  in  a  breach  of  promise  action), 
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In  a  recent  case  of  Bidder  v.  Btidges,  29  Oh.  D.  29  :  33 
W.  R.  792 :  52  L.  T.  455,  Kay,  J.,  referring  to  the  below- 
cited  dictum  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  to  the  effect  that  the  party 
must  discover  the  facts  on  which  he  relies  as  distinguished 
from  his  evidence,  refused  to  recognise  it  as  a  general  pro* 
position ;  he  also  apparently  refused  to  admit  the  right  of  a 
party  setting  up  a  purely  negative  case  to  any  discovery 
tending  to  impeach  or  destroy  the  adversary's  case  (see  this 
subject  discussed  ponty  pp.  458 — 465)  and  in  fact  to  any 
discovery  at  all.  The'  interrogatories  which  the  learned 
judge  considered  inadmissible  were,  however,  substantially 
allowed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  no  formal  judgment  being 
delivered.* 

The  judgment  of  Kay,  J.  is  of  some  length,  and  the 
author  ventures  to  make  the  following  criticisms  upon  it. 
The  learned  judge,  at  p.  34,  adopts  as  a  starting  point  the 


*  The  plaintiffs  daimed  oommonable  zighte  oyer  a  pieoe  of  land  as  pari  of 
M.  Common,  pleading  the  ezerciBe  of  the  rights  from  time  immemorial,  and 
one  of  them  suing  as  owner  in  fee  of  certain  honses :  the  defendant,  lord 
of  an  adjacent  manor,  said  that  the  piece  of  land  never  formed  part  of 
M.  Common,  but  was  common  land  of  ms  own  manor,  that  any  rights  that 
the  pbuniiffs  miffht  hare  had  had  been  exting^nished,  that  some  of  them 
could  only  be  used  in  respect  of  ancient  tenements,  and  that  the  particular 
houses  hiad  no  land  held  Uierewith.  The  inteirogatories  are  set  out  as 
settled  and  altered  by  the  C.  A.  on  p.  46 :  substantially  they  were  as  po9t^ 
the  parts  in  italics  being  struck  out  by  the  C.  A. :  the  only  one  held  to  be 
admissible  by  Ejiy,  J.  was  that  asking  whether  any  lands  were  held  with 
the  houses,  a  snbstantiye  case  to  the  effect  that  there  were  no  such  lands 
being  set  up  in  the  defence :  to  the  others  considering  that  they  did  not  seek 
discovery  in  support  of  any  substantiye  case,  but  asked  as  to  the  facts  on 
which  the  plaintiffs  must  xely  to  make  out  their  own  case,  and  that  they  in 
^eot  asked  what  evidence  the  plaintiffs  had  in  support  of  their  case,  in 

E articular  with  re^>eot  to  the  acts  of  user:  see  pp.  43,  44.  How  long 
ave  you  been  proprietors  or  occupiers  of  the  houses,  and  for  what  estates 
or  interests,  and  wlmt  is  the  tenure  thereof?  In  or  of  what  manors  are  or 
were  they,  and  when  last,  situate  or  held?  Which  of  the  manors  of  M. 
&o.  extend,  as  you  allege,  over  the  pieoe  of  land  P  Are  any  and  which  of 
the  messuages  held  by  you  ancient  messuages,  or  how  otherwise,  and  when 
were  they  built  P  Have  the  houses  an^  and  what  lands  held  with  them  P 
Have  you  or  your  predeoessors,  as  proprietors  or  occupiers  of  any  and  what 
lands  or  tenements  in  the  parish  ox  M.  or  under  any  other  alleged  title  or  in  any 
other  capacity,  exercised  particular  commonable  rights  describing  them  over 
any  and  what  parts  of  M.  Common,  and  of  the  piece  of  land  P  'If  yea,  set 
forth  the  instances  with  dates,  and  whether  the  same  were  by  any  and  what 
license,  or  for  any  and  what  payment,  and  for  what  purpose  such  gorse,  &o. 
was  appHed  P 
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propositions  laid  down  in  Wigram  :  the  author  has  given  his 
reasons  ante^  pp.  11,  12,  444,  for  not  regarding  them  as 
expressing  satisfactorily  the  true  limit  of  the  right  of 'dis- 
covery under  the  present  practice :  and  as  to  ttieir  citation  by 
Lord  Selbome  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  the  author  refers  to  the 
note ^05^,  p.  527.  The  learned  judge  then,  pp.  36,  37,  refers 
to  the  above-cited  dictum  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  and  justifies  it 
solely  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant's  pleading  in  that 
case  was  defective,  and  the  discovery  was  in  the  nature  of 
further  particulars,  and  considers  that  to  ask  a  plaintiff  who 
has  properly  pleaded  his  case  upon  what  facts  he  relies  to 
make  it  out  is  only  another  way  of  asking  what  is  his  evi- 
dence. He  then,  pp.  37 — 39,  cites  the  following  cases  in 
support :  Ivy  v.  Kekewick^  which  was  a  case  of  a  plaintiff 
interrogating  a  defendant  in  possession  and  can  well  be 
supported  on  that  ground,  see  J30«^,  p.  528 :  Ingilby  v.  Shafto^ 
as  to  which  see  poaty  p.  448 :  Commmioners  of  Sewers  v.  Giaaae, 
as  to  which  (see  post,  p.  452)  it  must  be  admitted  that  it  is 
not  easy  to  distinguish  the  interrogatories  there  considered 
inadmissible  from  some  of  those  allowed  in  this  case. 

The  learned  judge  then,  pp.  39 — 41,  44,  considers  the 
other  proposition  (see  posty  p.  458),  namely  how  far  a  party 
who  merely  traverses  his  adversary's  case  without  setting  up 
any  substantive  case  of  his  own  is  entitled  to  interrogate  for 
the  purpose  of  destroying  his  adversary's  case,  and  considers 
that  such  a  proposition  is  a  contradiction  of  the  rule  that 
questions  must  be  confined  to  those  which  establish  his  own 
substantive  case.  He  observes  that  Loicixdes  v.  Dames,  dis- 
cussed post,  p.  530,  was  disapproved  of  by  Wigram;  he  refuses 
to  recognize  the  dictum  of  Giffard,  L.  J.  in  Hoffmann  v.  PosHl, 
discussed  post,  p.  467,  to  the  effect  that  a  defendant  had  in 
this  respect  a  larger  right  of  discovery  than  a  plaintiff,  except 
as  applicable  to  the  particular  case  of  a  defendant  interro- 
gating to  show  that  a  patent  is  void  for  want  of  novelty : 
and  as  to  A.  Q,  v.  Gaskill  points  out,  at  p.  42,  that  the 
actual  interrogatories  were  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
admissions  of  the  case  of  the  interrogating  party. 
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or  on  which  the  jury  might  aot  in  assessing  damages,  p.  196, 
were  held  to  be  material  facts  to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings 
imder  Ord.  XIX.  r.  4,  and  it  is  conceived  (see  p.  196)  facts 
to  which  the  adversary  might  interrogate  to  prevent  their 
being  sprung  upon  him  at  the  trial  without  notice. 

An  answer*  was  required  according  to  Kedes.  PL  9 
(among  other  things)  in  order  to  obtain  a  discovery  of  the 
points  in  the  plaintiff's  case  controverted  by  the  defendant, 
and  of  the  grounds  on  which  they  are  controverted  (see 
Rohaon  v.  Brougham^  19  L.  J.  Ch.  465,  grounds  on  which 
executors  resisted  plaintiff's  claim),  and  of  the  case  on  which 
the  defendant  relies,  and  of  the  manner  in  which  he  means 
to  support  it,  or  (in  a  suit  to  protect  the  plaintiff  against  a 
future  injury)  a  discovery  of  the  defendant's  claims  and  of 
the  grounds  on  which  they  are  intended  to  be  supported. 
Some  of  these  expressions  have  been  subjected  to  considerable 
criticism:  see  Wigr.  PI.  372:  A,  (?.  v.  Corp.  London,  2 
M.  &  Q-.  pp.  257 — 258.  And  it  is  clear  that  they  must  not 
be  taken  to  warrant  any  discovery  which  goes  beyond  a  dis- 

1 

covery  of  what  the  adversary's  case  really  is:  see  Wigr.  I 
PI.  372 ;  or  under  what  title  he  claims :  see  A.  G.  v.  Corp, 
London,  p.  263  :  but  see  post,  pp.  524,  529,  as  to  discovery  of 
the  nature  of  a  party's  title  to  land.  Lord  Cottenham  con- 
siders, p.  258,  that  a  party  is  entitled  to  know  what  his 
adversary's  case  is  and  how  he  makes  it  out,  but  not  to  see 
the  proofs  by  which  that  case  is  to  be  established:  (see 
further  as  to  this  qq&q  jyost,  pp.  459,  505).  The  expressions 
"  manner  of  supporting "  or  "  establishing "  or  "  making 
out "  or  '^  shaping  his  case  "  are  ambiguous.  In  one  sense  it 
is  clear  that  the  party  is  not  bound  to  make  such  discovery  : 
where  that  is  to  say  it  is  tantamount  to  asking  him  what 
evidence  he  is  going  to  use  or  what  witnesses  he  is  going  to 
call.  See  the  following  cases  referred  to  post :  Ingilby  v. 
Sha/tOy  post:  Edwards  v.  Wakefield  and  other  oases,  p.  451 : 


*  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  answer  in  the  times  of  Lords  Redesdale 
and  Ck)ttenham  comprised  both  the  defence  and  the  diKCovery  whereas  now 
the  defence  is  stated  separately :  aeepcst,  p.  448,  as  to  this. 
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Hunt  V.  Heicitt,  p.  461 :  Tawm  v.  CockSy  p.  458 ;  where  these 
expressions  are  used :  and  see  antCy  p.  444. 

In  a  case  of  Ingilby  y,  Shafto,  33  Beav.  31,  a  bill  of  disoovery  filed  by  a 
defendant  in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an  action  of  ejectment,  Lord  Komilly  con- 
fined his  right  to  discovery  within  very  narrow  limits.  It  seems  however 
that  he  considered  that  the  rights  of  a  party  filing  a  bill  of  discovery 
in  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  or  defence  to  an  action  at  law  were  not  on  a 
par  with  the  rights  of  a  plaintiff  seeking  relief  in  equity  and  discovery 
in  aid  of  that  relief,  in  the  latter  caae  considering  that  he  might  caU 
upon  the  defendant  within  certain  limits  to  state.(p.  40)  how  and  on  what 
grounds  he  opposes  the  relief  asked,  because  in  such  a  suit  the  plaintiff  could- 
disprove  the  whole  of  it,  each  party  being  obliged  to  plead  his  own  case  in 
order  that  the  other  may  not  be  taken  by  surprise,  in  the  former  case  (pp.  40, 
42)  limiting  the  discovery  to  such  documents  and  facts  as  would  assist  ^im 
in  making  qut  his  case  at  law,  and  considering  the  province  of  disoovery  in 
equity  (that  is  it  seems  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law)  was  not  (pp.  39,  41)  to 
compel  a  party  to  state  how  he  intends  to  frame  his  case,  or  to  argue  it  on 
the  lacts  which  are  known  to  all  or  to  deal  with  a  certain  set  of  materia]a.or 
whether  he  intends  to  dispute  one  proposition  or  another.  Accordingly  he 
refused  to  compel  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  to  answer  whether  and  on  what 
grounds  he  impeached  a  certain  deed  alleged  to  estabUc^  tiie  defendant's 
title,  in  what  character  he  claimed,  or  whether  he  had  not  in  his  possessioii 
documents  which  would  show  that  the  estate  did  not  descend  on  'hiin''as  h^ 
alleged,  or  to  discover  his  pedigree  and  other  matters  (see  as  to  discovery  of 
the  nature  of  a  plaintiff's  title  post^  Fart  III.  Sect.  11.^  ;  and  in  particular  ■ 
p.  531,  referring  to  thiB  case.  No  such  limitation  of  tne  right  to  discovery 
in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  at  law  was  suggfested  in  OUuoott  v.  Copper^ 
^e.  Co.  died,  pott,  pp.  459,  462. 

Disoovery  of  the  facts  on  which  the  adversary  relies  in 
support  of  his  case  or  of  the  nature  of  his  case  may  legiti- 
mately be  required  for  two  objects:  (a)  he  may  use  the 
machinery  of  discovery,  the  pleadings  not  being  on  oath,  in 
order  to  compel  his  adversary  to  pledge  his  oath  to  the  truth 
of  his  case  and  so  obtain  such  admissions  as  to  a  greater  or 
less  extent  may  save  the  obligation  of  proof :  see  -4.  6?.  v. 
Oaskill,  posty  and  ante^  pp.  1 — 2 :  and  in  order,  see  Wigr. 
PI.  345,  402  (and  see  the  suggestion  referred  to  ante^  p.  245) 
to  exclude  the  possibility  of  his  availing  himself  of  a  claim 
or  defence  which  he  may  know  to  be  unfounded  in  fact: 
and  see  the  following  cases :  Loumdes  v.  Daviesj  post,  p. 
530 :  O*  Connor  v.  Malone,  post,  p.  630 :  and  Flanagan  v. 
Williams,  ante,  p.  304 :  to  search  his  conscience,  as  it  has 
been  said :  see  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  9  App.  Cas.  pp.  85,  86  :  and 
post,  p.  450 :  (b)  he  may  use  it  in  order  to  get  fuller  infor- 
mation as  to  the  adversary's  case  than  is  or  is  likely  to  be 
contained  in  his  pleadings   (and,  see  ante,  p.   112,  more 
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espeoially  under  the  form  of  pleading  now  in  use  under  the 
new  rules) :  Bee  A.  G.  v.  Corp.  London^  2  M.  &  G.  p.  257 : 
Eade  y.  Jacobs^  cited  post,  p.  457 :  and  see  post,  p.  450. 

(a)  See  ante. 

This  offioe  of  disoovery  however  seems  to  have  been  denied 
by  Bacon,  V.  C.  in  the  cases  of  Johny.  James^  13  Ch.  D.  370, 
and  A.  G.  v.  Gaskilly  20  Ch.  D.  519.  In  the  former  case  he 
*ref  used  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  answer  whether  certain  allega- 
tions in  hifi  statement  of  claim  were  true :  in  the  latter  case,  an 
action- by  a  local  board  against  a  person  for  building  across  a 
footpath  over  which  there  was  an  alleged  public  right  of  way, 
he  refused  to  compel  the  defendemt  to  answer  interrogatories 
inquiring  in  detail  as  to  the  existence  of  this  right  of  way, 
Qn  the  ground  that  he  had  already  denied  its  existence 
altogether,  in  his  defence,  being  in  fact  the  same  ground  as 
that  on  which  he  based  his  decision  in  John  v.  James.  The 
case  of  -4.  G.  v.  Gaskill  came  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  and 
the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.  C.  was  reversed,  Jessel,  M.  R. 
observing,  p.  525,  that  the  doctrine  adopted  by  the  vice- 
chancellor  was  new  to  him  :  and  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  529. 

But  a  party  will  not  always  be  justified  in  making  his 
adversary  swear  to  the  truth  of  every  allegation  in  his  plead- 
ing :  see  Cotton,  L.  J.  ibid.  p.  529  :  and  Lindley,  L.  J.  ibid. 
p.  530 :  and  it  was  said,  ibid.  pp.  527,  529,  that  Ord.  XXXI. 
r.  2  (the  present  rule  3,  see  ante,  p.  107)  might  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  ordering  him  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  unneces- 
sary interrogatories:  and  see  ante,  p.  107,  as  to  the  provisions 
of  the  new  rules  in  regard  to  prolix  and  unnecessary 
interrogatories. 

See  MeCorquodaU  v.  Bell,  W.  N.  76,  p.  39,  where,  tbe  defendant  having 
denied  a  g^eral  charge  of  conspiracy,  the  plaintiff  (after  issue  joined)  was 
allowed  to  inteirogate  as  to  details  to  prove  the  conspiracy  :  Mary  or  AUx» 
androy  cited  poit,  p.  462 ;  Orattan  ▼.  Wall,  It.  Rep.  2  C'  L.  80,  action  for 
rent  by  a  lessor  against  a  person  whom  he  alleged  to  be  assignee  of  the  lease, 
where  the  dcdFendant  denying  that  the  lease  was  vested  in  him  was  compelled 
to  answer  whether  he  had  not  become  i>osse8sed  of  the  lease  by  some  and 
what  instrument  of  assignment  bat  not  **how  otherwise,  &c.*'  See  as  to 
disoovery  of  the  nature  of  a  party's  title  pat.  Ft.  III.  Sect.  I.  (o)  and  II. 
See  other  cases  in  illastration  pott,  p.  457. 

D.  GO 
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Interrogatories  may  be  properly  put  to  call  tlie  adversary's 
attention  to  matters  as  to  whioh  he  might  otherwise  state  that 
he  was  imable  to  afford  information :  see  Bedes.  PI.  45 ;  and 
which  he  might  have  passed  over  by  a  general  allegation  in 
his  pleadings :  see  ante^  p.  133. 

Under  the  old  chancery  practice  where  the  defendant  put 
in  a  plea,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  answer  on  oath  from 
him  as  to  facts  charged  in  the  bill  though  they  had  been 
already  generally  denied  by  the  plea :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  629. 

Where  a  defendant  pleaded  infancy  it  was  held  legitimate 
to  interrogate  to  ascertain  the  date  of  his  birth  by  requiring 
particulars  of  the  certificate  of  his  birth  and  baptism :  Anon. 
27  S.  J.  327.  See  as  to  discoyery  from  an  infant  defendant, 
antCf  p.  61. 

At  common  law  also  (see  pasty  p.  460,  discussing  the 
common  law  practice  of  interrogatories)  this  purpose  of  dis- 
covery would  seem  in  many  cases  to  have  been  lost  sight  of 
and  even  expressly  questioned :  Hills  v.  Wates,  L.  B.  9  0.  P. 
p.  689  (whether  a  party  could  be  asked  to  swear  to  the 
truth  of  his  plea) :  Bayley  v.  Griffiths^  1  H.  &  0.  p.  433 
(whether  a  party  could  search  his  adversary's  conscience  as  to 
his  own  case) :  and  see  Edwards  y.  Wakefield  and  other  oases 
post^  under  (b). 


(b)  See  ante^  p.  448. 

1.  Generally  as  to  the  Common  Law  Practice  in  respect  of  this 

Office  of  Discovery. 

Generally  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  courts  was  that 
interrogatories  relating  exclusively  to  the  adversary's  case : 
see  posty  p.  465  :  and  see  ante,  p.  13) :  or  for  the  purpose  ,of 
disclosing  it :  see  Zarifi  v.  Thornton,  cited  post,  p.  462 :  were 
inadmissible ;  but  in  some  cases  the  office  of  interrogatories 
was  not  so  narrowed:  see  Goodman  y.  Solroyd  and  other 
cases  j9o«^;  and  Towne  y.  Cocks,  post^  p.  458. 

In  Edtcards  y.  WdkefeU^  6  E.  &  B.  462,  it  was  aaid  that  aeotion  51  of  the 
G.  L.  P.  Act  was  not  intended  to  give  a  party  the  power  of  asking'  his  ad- 
yersarj  how  he  intended  to  shape  mE  ease  (see  ante,  p.  447,  as  to  this  expres- 
sion) :  so  Gockbum,  G.  J.  in  Moor  y.  ^berttf  2  G.  JB.  N.  S.  671,  at  p.  679 : 
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bat  the  object  of  the  disooyery  is  not,  as  there  put,  to  see  whether  there  are  any 
defectfl  of  which  the  party  may  avail  himself  (see  as  to  this  point  ^pM^,  p.  469), 
bat  to  know  what  the  case  is,  or  to  sift  the  adversary's  conscience  as  to  it : 
Howeyer,  at  p.  680,  Cresswell,  J.  regards  it  as  inadmissible  for  either  object : 
And  on  the  same  page  Williams,  J.  considered  that  the  interrogatories  (see 
as  to  the  facts  of  tnis  case,  post,  p.  462)  were  objectionable  as  attempting  to 
obtain  a  knowledge  of  what  the  plaintiff  intended  to  rely  on  in  support  of  his 
case  (as  to  which  see  anU,  p.  446,  referring  to  MillingUm  y.  Lotting) :  see  also 
Hunt  y.  Hewitt^  7  Ezch.  p.  244,  where  discoyery  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
adversary's  case  was  to  be  established  was  said  to  be  inadnussible  in  equity : 
bat  see  ante,  p.  447,  citing  Redes.  PI.  9. 

In  Edwards  y.  WakefUldf  being  an  action  of  trover  by  a  bankrupt's  assignees 
for  some  of  his  property,  the  delendant  was  not  allowed  to  ask  the  plaintiffs 
on  what  acts  of  bankruptcy  they  intended  to  rely  and  generally  what  case 
they  intended  to  set  up,  Lord  Campbell,  p.  468,  also  considering  that  it  was 
an  attempt  to  obtain  particulars  on  oath  and  therefore  inadmissible :  (but  see 
as  to  the  present  practice  pwt^  p.  452).  This  case  was  cited  and  approved  by 
Bacon,  V.  C.  in  Saunders  v.  Jonea^  7  Ch.  D.  p.  445.  It  may  however  be 
noted  that  in  Carleton  v.  L$ighton^  3  Mer.  667,  approved  in  Hardman  y. 
JEUameSf  2  M.  &  K.  p.  740,  the  defendant  pleading  the  plaintiff's  bankruptcy 
was  held  bound  to  set  out  the  facts  on  which  the  bankruptcy  rested. 

The  decision  in  Flitcroft  y.  Fletcher ,  11  Exch.  543,  by  which  a  defendant 
in  ejectment  was  allowed  to  interrogate  the  plaintiff  as  to  his  title  or  pedigree 
(see  postf  p.  534),  was  expressly  confined  to  cases  of  that  character:  see 
Bdwardt  v.  Wakefield,  p.  469  ;  and  was  not  extended  generally  so  as  to  entitle 
a  defendant  in  an  action  of  trover  to  interrogate  the  plaintiff  as  to  his  title  to 
the  goods:  see  Finney  y.  Fortcood,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  p.  8,  cited  poat^  p.  462:  but 
see  as  to  discovery  of  a  party's  title  ^«/,  Ft.  III.  Sects.  I.  (o)  and  II. 

In  other  common  law  cases  this  office  of  discoveiy  was  recognized  as 
legitimate :  see  Goodman  v.  ffolroydy  dtedpoetf  p.  462 :  Hawkins  v.  Carr  and 
Hills  y.  Wales,  post,  p.  457:  and  Bayley  v.  Gr\ffiths,  posty  p.  461.  In  this 
last  case  Pollock,  C.  B.  citing  Lord  Abinger's  opinion  to  the  effect  that 
though  in  general  tiie  defendant  has  no  right  to  discovery  of  the  plaintiff's 
title  yet  in  certain  case^  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  discovery  of  the  nature 
though  not  of  the  evidence  of  his  title  (as  to  which  see  post,  p.  533),  sug- 
gested, in  illustration  of  the  proposition  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
know  what  facts  the  defendant  intended  to  prove  in  order  to  meet  them, 
that  where  a  set-off  was  pleaded  a  party  was  entitied  to  know  what  were 
the  items  and  dates  (and  see  post,  p.  455),  or  where  a  release  was  pleaded  to 
iospeot  the  release :  see  pp.  434— -435. 


2.  (See  ante^  p.  450)  Particulars  and  Discovert/  in  the  nature 

of  Particulars, 

See  alfio  the  cases  cited  ^o«^  (4). 

Some  doubt  was  originally  felt  as  to  whether  it  was  admis- 
sible to  use  interrogatories  for  this  purpose.  It  was  said  that 
if  a  p6urty  were  compelled  to  answer  interrogatories  requiring 
him  to  specify  such  acts  as  were  relied  upon  in  support  of  his 
case  he  would  be  precluded  from  afterwards  adducing  further 
acts  in  evidence  at  the  trial :  and  reference  was  made  to  the 
old  common  law  practice  of  particulars  in  support  of  this 
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contention.  But  it  was  held  an  application  ndght  be  made 
to  amend  or  supplement  the  answers  if  any  subsequent  facts 
were  discovered,  just  in  the  same  way  as  particulars  could  be 
amended :  Oay  v.  Labouchere^  4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  207 :  Saunders 
V.  Jones,  7  Ch.  D.  p.  452.  Again  stress  was  laid  upon  the 
fact  that  answers  to  interrogatories  were  made  upon  oath 
whereas  particulars  were  not.  But  a  party  is  not  asked  to 
swear  that  such  and  such  acts  have  been  committed,  but  that 
he  relies  on  such  and  such  acts  in  support  of  his  case :  Saun- 
ders V.  JoneSy  p.  452.  Interrogatories  were  used  to  obtain 
particulars  in  chancery :  Saunders  v.  Jones,  p.  449 ;  and  even 
at  common  law  such  a  practice  appears  to  have  been  gradually 
growing  up :  ibid.  p.  451.  At  all  events  under  the  practice 
since  the  Jud.  Act  it  is  admissible  to  use  interrogatories  for 
this  purpose  (see  also  Augustinus  v.  Nenncke,  16  Ch.  D.  13), 
and  where  interrogatories  are  being  administered  such  a 
practice  saves  expense :  Benbow  v.  Lotc,  16  Ch.  D.  p.  97.  See 
however  under  the  new  rules,  ante,  y.  91,  as  to  leave  to  inter- 
rogate where  particulars  would  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose. 

Saunders  v.  Jottea  was  an  action  for  (among  other  things)  damages  for 
wrongful  dismiBBal  of  the  plaintiff  from  his  employment  by  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  in  his  statement  of  defence  and  coimter-claim  referred,  as 
justifying  the  dismissal,  generally  to  instances  of  misconduct,  improper 
receipt  of  conmiissions,  contracts  involying  losses,  &c.  The  plaintiff  inter- 
rogated as  to  particulars  of  these  various  alleg^  wrongful  acts  ;  the  defen« 
dant  in  his  answer  objected,  except  in  one  or  two  matters  of  detail,  to  g^ye 
the  information  mainly  on  the  ground  that  it  related  to  the  case  made  by 
him  against  the  plaintiff  and  did  not  advance  the  plaintiff*s  case  (a  form  of 
objection,  however,  which  is  mainly  applicable  only  to  cases  where  inspection 
of  the  adversary's  evidences  is  sought,  see  posty  pp.  466,  48] ).  The  following 
passages  from  the  judgments  sufficiently  show  the  g^unds  of  the  decision. 
*'  At  common  law  if  a  master  says  to  his  servant  *  I  dismissed  you  because 
you  were  g^lty  of  misconduct*  the  servant  would  be  entitled  to  have 
particulars.  The  plaintiff  requires  the  information  in  order  that  he  may  not 
be  taken  by  surprise  but  may  know  what  he  has  to  meet:"  James,  L.  J. 
p.  448.  **  This  action  is  in  substance  the  old  common  law  action  for  wrong- 
ful dismissal.  The  first  four  interrogatories,  practically  amount  only  to 
asking  the  defendant  to  give  a  list  of  the  acts  on  which  he  reHee  as  justify- 
ing the  dismissal.  The  case  of  Commissioners  of  Sewers  ^e.  v.  Glasses  L.  K. 
15  £q.  302  (see  this  case  cited  )90«^,  p.  466)  is  clearly  distinguishable.  There 
the  plaintiff  had  set  up  a  particular  right.  Part  of  his  evidence  would  be 
to  show  that  the  right  had  been  actuidly  enjoyed  r  and  the  defendant  asked 
to  be  allowed  to  interrogate  him  as  to  specific  instances  in  which  the  right 
had  been  exercised  or  enjoyed.  Lord  Romilly  decided  that  that  could  not 
be  done  for  this  obvious  reason  :  the  acts  themselves  were  not  at  issue  but 
were  only  evidence  bearing  on  the  insues.  But  in  this  case  where  the 
defendant  has  pleaded  in  most  general  terms  acts  of  misconduct  he  might 
set  up  any  particular  act  of  misconduct  as  one  of  the  issues  in  the  action. 
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If  that  be  so,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  know  what  that  specific  issue  is, 
and  the  interrogatories  to  which  I  refer  amount  to  no  more  than  asking  the 
defendant  to  give  such  particulars  as  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  see  what 
are  the  issues  with  which  he  has  to  deal :  "  Thesiger,  L.  J.  pp.  451 — 452/ 
(See  ante,  p.  29,  as  to  the  account  here  ordered.)  In  MarquU  of  Bute  v. 
LetoUj  15  W.  B.  479,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  until  a  particular  year 
no  acts  of  ownership  had  been  exercised  by  the  defendants  over  certain 
property  and  that  they  had  never  acquired  any  right  or  title  to  the 
soil  (it  being  practically  admitted  that  the^  had  no  title  by  conveyance 
but  only  by  long  possession,  and  the  plaintiff  having  framed  his  case 
accordingly) :  the  defendants  answered  that  they  had  exercised,  as  they 
believed  from  time  immemorial,  all  acts  of  ownership  usually  exercised  by 
owners  of  land,  specifying  some  particular  acts.  The  answer  was  held 
insufficient,  they  must  answer  as  to  the  times  of  the  acts  of  ownership,  but  they 
need  not  set  out  every  act  exercised,  and  they  must  say  how  or  when  they 
acquired  title  to  the  soil.  See  as  to  discovery  of  the  nature  of  a  party's  title, 
poit,  Pt.  III.  Sect.  I.  (c)  and  II. 

Saunders  v.  Jones  must  not  be  understood  as  in  any  manner 
relaxing  the  old  established  proposition  that  a  party  is  not 
entitled  to  see  his  adversary's  brief.  It  decides  nothing  more 
than  that  what  is  or  was  obtainable  upon  an  application  for 
particulars  may  also  be  obtained  by  administering  interroga- 
tories :  see  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Benbotc  v.  Lotc^  16  Ch.  D.  pp. 
97 — 98,  the  party  is  not  allowed  to  see  the  brief  beyond  that : 
but  only  to  know  the  substantial  particulars  on  which  the 
other  side  is  going  to  rely :  see  James,  L.  J.  ihid.  p.  99. 

If  a  man  says  '*  I  am  entitled  to  recover  an  estate  because  you  have  com- 
mitted breaches  of  covenant"  the  other  party  is  entitled  to  ask  *'Tell  me 
l^hat  breach  of  covenant  I  have  committed : "  James,  L.  J.  in  Benhow  v.  Lou:, 
p.  99.  Accordingly  in  this  case  of  Benbow  v.  Low,  16  Ch.  D.  93,  an  action 
for  infringement  of  a  trade  mark,  the  defendants  were  held  not  entitled  to 
ask  for  quantities  of  goods  sold  by  tJtie  plaintiff  with  the  trade  mark  on  them, 
for  such  discovery  would  not  support  any  case  raised  by  them  in  answer  to 
the  plaintiff's  case,  nor  was  it  required  in  order  to  show  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  acts  and  things  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  but  it  was  a  desire 
to  know  what  evidence  would  be  given  by  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of  their 
statements  and  of  the  acts  which  they  alleged  made  out  their  case:  see 
Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  99 :  and  Jessel,  M.  R.  p.  96. 

So  interrogatories  by  defendants  were  allowed  inquiring  how  a  firm,  which 
the  plaintiff  in  his  claim  aUeged  to  be  collectively  liable  to  him  for  a  cei-tain 
sum,  was  so  liable,  how  when  and  where  the  execution  of  a  certain  deed, 
alleg^  to  have  been  communicated  shortly  after  the  execution,  was  so  com- 
municated, and  what  were  the  accounts  alleged  to  purport  to  be  a  partial 
account  of  the  defenduits  with  their  trust  property:  John  v.  James,  13 
Ch.  D.  370. 

So  where  in  an  action  for  dissolution  of  partnership  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  the  defendant  had  .  .  .  since  from  about  the  month  of  January  1878 
so  behaved  .  .  .  himself  towards  the  plaintiff  in  the  presence  ...  of  many 
of  the  patients,  and  on  other  occasions  .  .  .  j  and  su^  behaviour  .  .  .  had 
in  fact  lowered  the  plaintiff  in  the  estimation  ...  of  the  patients,  the  dates 
and  particulars  of  these  occasions  had  to  be  g^ven,  but  not  the  names  of  the 
patients  (as  being  witnesses  see^ws^,  p.  471) :  Lyonr.  Ttceddell,  13  Ch.  D.  376. 

Where  a  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  induced  to  take  shares  in  a  worths 
less  mine,  by  f  idse  statements  in  diyers  papers  and  circulars,  mentioning  only 
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one  paper,  he  was  ordered  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  rerersing  Malms,  Y.  C. 
37  it,  T.  522  (who  considered  that  the  interrogatories  inquired  into  the 
plaintiff  8  eyidence),  to  answer  in  effect  what  were  the  papers  and  statements, 
and  whether  he  read  them  before  he  bought  the  shares,  for  these  were  the 
material  facts  on  which  the  subsidiary  issues  would  be  raised  and  merely 
amounted  to  better  particulars :  AahUy  y.  Taylor,  38  L.  T.  44. 

The  following  notes  as  to  the  practice  in  respect  of  parti- 
culars may  be  useful : — 

In  all  cases  in  which  the  party  pleading  relies  on  any  misrepresentation, 
fraud,  breach  of  trust,  wilful  default,  or  undue  influence,  and  in  all  other 
cases  in  which  particulars  may  be  necessary  beyond  such  as  are  exemplified 
in  ihe  forms  aforesaid  (forms  of  pleading  in  App.  C.  D.  and  E.  to  the  rules) 
particulars,  wiUi  dates  and  items  if  neceesaiy,  snail  be  stated  in  the  pleading: 
provided  that  if  the  particulars  be  of  debt,  expenses,  or  damaffes,  and  exceed 
three  folios,  the  fact  must  be  so  stated,  with  a  reference  to  luU  particulars 
already  delivered  or  to  be  delivered  with  the  pleading :  Ord.  XIX.  r.  6.  A 
further  and  better  statement  of  the  nature  of  the  daim  or  defence,  or  further 
and  better  particulars  of  any  matter  stated  in  any  pleading,  notice,  or  written 
proceeding  requiring  particulars  may  in  all  oases  be  ordered,  upon  such  terms, 
as  to  costs  and  otherwise,  as  may  be  just :  Ord.  XIX.  r.  7.  See  as  to  stay  of 
proceedings  under  rule  8,  pott,  IBk.  III.  Gh.  VH.  Sect.  I. 

In  giving  particulars  of  undue  influence  in  a  probate  suit  the  old  practice 
will  he  f oUowed,  and  only  the  names  of  the  persons  charged  with  having 
exercised  undue  influence  need  be  given:  Salisbury  t.  Orwille^Ntu/mt,  50 
L.  T.  160. 

In  an  action  on  a  life  policy,  the  defendants  pleading  that  the  assured  had 
symptoms  of  a  certain  disease  were  ordered  to  g^ve  particulars  of  the  symp- 
toms :  Marshall  v.  Emperor  Life  Aaawranee  Society,  L.  B.  I  Q.  B.  35. 

In  an  action  founded  on  fraudulent  representations  by  the  defendant  the 
plaintiff  was  ordered  to  amend  his  claim  by  stating  uierein,  pursuant  to 
Ord.  XIX.  r.  6,  particulars  of  the  representations  therein  alleged,  and  whe- 
ther th^  were  oral  or  in  writing  and  when  and  where  made :  Seligmann  t. 
Young,  W.  N.  84,  p.  93. 

In  an  action  for  slander  of  title,  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  wrote  that 
the  plaintiff's  machines  were  an  infringement  of  his  i>atent,  particulars  of  the 
inf rmgement  by  reference  to  the  spedncation  were  ordered,  for  the  defendant 
was  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  brought  an  action  for  infringement 
(fieapost,  Bk.  III.  Ch.  I.) :  Wren  t.  Weild,  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  213. 
Seis  as  to  particulars  from  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  slander,  poet,  p.  473. 
By  Ord.  XXXVI.  r.  37,  in  actions  for  libel  or  slander  in  which  the  de- 
fendant does  not  by  his  defence  assert  the  truth  of  the  statement  complained 
of,  the  defendant  shall  not  be  entitled  on  the  trial  to  give  evidence  in  chief, 
wit^  a  view  to  mitigation  of  damages,  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  libel  or  slander  was  published,  or  as  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff, 
without  the  leare  of  the  judge,  unless  seven  days  at  least  before  the  trial  he 
furnishes  particulars  to  tiio  phdntiff  of  the  matters  as  to  wludi  he  intends  to 
give  evidence. 

In  actions  of  libel  particulars  are  ordered  of  the  matters  on  whibh  a  defen- 
dant relies  in  support  of  a  general  plea  of  justification :  Gourley  v.  JPlimsoUy 
L.  B.  8  C.  P.  362 :  Jones  v.  BewUke,  L.  B.  6  0.  P.  32  :  Stainbank  y.  Beckett, 
W.  N.  79,  p.  202  :  and  see  post,  p.  463. 

In  an  action  for  seduction  the  plaintiff  is  not  compelled  to  give  particulars 
of  the  times  and  ^aoes,  unless  the  defendant  denies  ^e  seduction :  Thomson 
r,Birkley,  47  Jj,T.  700. 

In  an  action  for  calls,  the  defendants  must  giyepartionlaiB  of  the  acta  of 
fraud  in  a  plea  of  fraud :  M^Creight  y.  Stevens,  1  EtT  &  G.  454. 
See  Whyte  y.  Ahrens,  ante,  p.  36,  as  to  particulars  of  fraud. 
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A  plaintifi  most  giye  partionlara  of  items  for  whioih  he  gives  the  defendant 
credit:  Oodden  v.  Corsten,  6  C.  P.  D.  17. 


455.     To  follow  "  N.  P.  NeiUonr 

Where  plaintifi  alleged  that  by  negligent  and  unskilful 
navigation  the  ship  ran  on  a  rock,  the  plaintiff  was  held  not 
bound  to  answer  what  was  the  negligence  and  unskilf  ulness 
on  which  he  relied,  for  he  could  only  get  the  particulars  from 
the  defendants'  servants,  and  sufficient  was  stated  for  them 
to  know  what  case  they  had  to  meet,  distinguishing  The  Roi^^ 
cited  p.  455,  and  Saunders  v.  Jones^  cited  p.  452  :  Scaramanga 
V.  Martin,  29  S.  J.  9. 

Where  a  specific  sum  is  claimed  and  not  a  general  account, 
particulars  of  the  sum  must  be  given :  Blackie  v.  Oatnaatony 
28  Ch.  D.  119  :  33  W.  E.  158 :  52  L.  T.  6 :  AugmUnm  v. 
Nerincky  16  Gh.  D.  13.  Particulars  of  an  alleged  breach 
of  trust  were  ordered  in  Austice  v.  Hibbelly  33  W.  R.  557 : 
62  L.  T.  572. 


dent),  and  other  cases  cited  ante,  pp.  141 — 142 :  where  it  was 
held  that  discovery  of  this  nature  in  the  shape  of  the  informa- 
tion of  the  party's  agents  or  servants  who  were  present,  the 
party  himself  not  being  present,  must  be  given:  (not  his 
witnesses'  accounts :  see  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  British  Columbia^ 
2  Ch.  D.  p.  658  :  but  that  his  agent  will  be  his  witness  is  no 
protection  against  discovering  the  agent's  information,  see 
ante^  p.  364) :  and  see  also,  post,  as  to  conversations.  No 
doubt  inPeppiatt  v.  Smith  {oiied,  post^  p.  469),  interrogatories 
were  disallowed  on  the  ground,  see  p.  132,  that  they  required 
the  plaintiffs  to  give  their  version  of  the  transaction  (an  acci- 
dent). But  qu.  whether  this  decision  can  stand  with  the 
other  oases  also  cited,  posty  pp.  469 — 470 :  and  see  Jones  v. 
London  Road  Car  Co.  ante^  p.  93. 

See  an  exceptional  case  of  Qrumhrecht  v.  Parry  (loss  of 
ship),  cited  post^  p.  459,  and  distinguished  from  Bokkoto  v. 
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Fisher^  ante :  the  interrogatories  being  held  inadmissible  as 
being  founded  on  a  hypothetical  state  of  facts:  see  also  a  par- 
ticular interrogatory  in  The  Radnonhire  referred  to  posf^ 
p.  460. 

It  may  be  noted  that  in  admiralty  actions  of  collision  each 
party  is  bound  to  give  by  his  preliminary  case  his  own  or  the 
captain's  history  of  the  collision :  see  post^  Bk.  III.  Ch.  III. 
Sect.  III.  as  to  this,  and  generally  as  to  discovery  in  admiralty 
causes. 

Where  a  parol  consent  and  authority  (by  a  deceased  person, 
^Qposty  referring  to  Eade  v.  Jacobs^  Hawkins  v.  Carry  &c.  but 
the  decision  was  not  based  on  this)  was  set  up  as  a  defence 
the  substance,  not  the  details,  of  the  conversation  on  which 
the  defendant  relied  must,  it  was  held,  be  given  by  way  of 
discovery :  Eade  v.  Jacobs j  3  Ex.  D.  p.  337  :  -4.  (r.  v.  Oaskill^ 
20  Ch.  D.  pp.  529,  531. 

Where  both  parties  consider  a  conversation  material  and 
there  is  a  dispute  as  to  what  passed  at  it,  it  seems  that  the 
plaintifE  has  a  right  to  get  from  the  defendant  his  version  to 
the  best  of  his  recollection  of  the  conversation:  it  may  be 
useful  as  an  admission,  and  so  save  the  trouble  of  calling  wit- 
nesses to  state  what  passed :  the  defendant  has  no  right  to 
wait  to  give  his  version  until  he  has  seen  what  the  witnesses 
(here  the  plaintiff's  solicitor)  present  on  the  other  side :  see 
A,  G,  V.  Gaskilly  pp.  527,  529 :  (and  see  as  to  this  last  point, 
ante^  p.  133). 

Conversations  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant's  agent 
were  ordered  to  be  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  answer  to  inter- 
rogatories in  a  common  law  case  of  Rew  v.  Hutchins^  10  C.  B. 
N.  S.  p.  837. 

Thesiger,  L.  J.  in  Fisher  v.  OweHf  8  Ch.  D.  p.  657,  con- 
sidered that  interrogatories  inquiring  into  conversations  were 
as  a  rule  objectionable,  though  in  the  particular  case  he  held 
an  interrogatory  calling  for  a  general  statement  of  a  conver- 
sation justifiable,  it  having  passed  between  a  deceased  person 
(see  post  (4),  referring  to  Eade  v.  Jacobs,  Hawkins  v.  Ciirr, 
&c.)  and  the  interrogated  party  and  a  person  charged  to  be  a 
party  to  the  conspiracy,  and  no  other  person  being  present. 
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The  oocasioii  of  the  conversation  relied  on  must  be  given : 
John  V.  James^  13  Oh.  D,  p.  374:  Lyon  v.  Tweddell,  ibid. 
p.  375. 


4.  Further  Illmtratiom  of  this  (see  aniCy  p.  448)  Purpose  of 

Discovery, 

See  also  post^  Bk.  III.  Chap.  I.  as  to  patent  actions :  and 
poatj  p.  473,  as  to  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  contents 
of  the  adversary's  documents. 

Where  a  defendant  set  up  an  agreement  by  way  of  ooimter- claim  he  was 
held  bound  to  answer  when  where  and  how  it  was  entered  into  and  the  par- 
ticulars of  it :  Burrett  y.  Burrett,  W.  N.  80,  p.  193  :  see  as  to  production  of 
an  agreement  the  subject  of  an  action,  ante,  p.  257. 

In  Ingletai  t.  Sparialiy  29  Beav.  664,  the  defendants,  being  asked  by  what 
documents  they  were  invested  with  certain  authorities  claimed  by  them,  were 
held  bound  to  specify  the  particular  letters  on  which  they  relied  and  not 
merely  to  refer  to  certain  correspondence  generally. 

Where  in  a  copyright  suit  a  defendant  alleged  that  certain  information 
which  the  plaintiff  asserted  had  been  taken  from  his  own  book  was  obtained 
from  original  sources  he  was  ordered  to  say  what  those  sources  were  :  Kelly 
T.  Wyman,  17  W.  R.  399. 

In  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  purchase  what 
was  alleged  to  be  a  secret  process,  the  defendant,  saying  that  it  was  no  secret, 
that  other  persons  had  used  it  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  himself  disclosed  it 
to  other  persons,  was  ordered  to  discover  the  names  and  addresses  of  these 
persons,  for  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  know  the  particular  charges  he  had 
to  meet:  Kuhliger  v.  Bailey,  W.  N.  81,  p.  165:  and  see  poet,  p.  551,  as  to 
patent  actions  where  similar  discovery  is  ordered. 

In  Eade  v.  Jacobs,  3  Ex.  D.  335,  the  administrators  of  an  intestate  sued  for 
breach  of  covenant  and  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  intestate  had  verbally 
consented  to  the  breach.  The  defendant  was  compelled  to  answer  when  the 
consent  was  given  and  what  was  the  substance  of  the  conversation  (see  ante^ 
p.  456,  as  to  conversations)  which  took  place. 

In  two  cases  of  Hawkina  v.  Carr  and  Piar8(ms  t.  Carr,  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  89, 
followed  in  Sills  y.  Wales,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  688,  the  common  law  judges  allowed 
discovery  beyond  what  they  considered  was  consistent  with  the  common  law 
practice  on  tiie  g^und  that  the  matters  as  to  which  discovery  was  sought 
having  been  transacted  with  a  person  then  deceased  lay  solely  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  person  interrogated :  (see  as  to  this  ante,  pp.  299 — 300).  In 
Hawkins  v.  Carr  the  action  was  brought  by  surviving  partners  of  a  firm  for 
the  price  of  goods  bought  by  the  defendant :  the  defendant  pleaded  a  settle- 
ment of  the  account  with  the  deceased  partner.  Parsons  v.  Carr  was  an 
action  brought  in  respect  of  the  same  subiect-matter  by  the  executors  of  the 
deceased  partner.  In  each  case  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  answer  in- 
terrogatories inquiring  into  the  alleged  settlement.  Sill  v.  Wales  was  an 
action  brought  by  the  executors  on  a  promissory  note  given  to  the  testator ; 
and  the  defendant  pleading  payment  to  the  testator  was  compelled  to  answer 
interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  circumstances  of  the  payment.  Cotton, 
L.  J.  in  Eade  v.  Jacobs,  3  Ex.  D.  p.  337,  considers  that  it  may  sometimes 
happen  that  an  executor  or  administrator  may  properly  interrogate  as  to 
circumstances  which  lay  within  the  knowledge  of  the  deceased  person  whom 
he  represents :  see  further,  ante,  p.  466. 
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Wliere  the  plaintifP  charged  that  oertain  seoaiities  were  giyen  for  money 
lent  at  pla^  and  inquired  what  consideration  the  defendant  gave  for  them  it 
was  held  msuffioient  to  Bay  '* for  money^  lent : ''  Sloman  t.  Kelly,  3  Y.  &  G. 
673. 

In  a  common  law  action  for  money  had  and  receiyed  to  reooTer  a  moiety 
of  the  rent  of  a  churchyard  and  of  the  tit^e  rentchiurge  brought  by  a  rector 
against  his  patron,  the  defendant  set  up  a  claim  by  prescription  and  as  to 
the  tithe  rentcharge  under  an  old  agreement  under  the  Tithe  Commutation 
Act  between  a  predecessor  of  the  plaintiff  liimaftlf  and  other  landowners  by 
which,  as  he  alleged,  it  was  directed  to  be  paid  in  equal  shares  to  the 
plaintiff's  predecessor  and  himself.  The  plaintiff  was  flowed  to  put  in- 
terrogatories inquiring  into  the  character  of  the  defendant's  title  and  the 
quality  of  his  possession,  but  not  (see  ante,  p.  447,  as  to  this  expression)  to 
disclose  the  manner  in  which  he  intended  to  establish  it.  He  was  thereiore 
protected  from  saying  by  what  authority  he  had  received  the  tithes  and  rent- 
charges  ;  but  he  was  ordered  to  answer  how  long  he  and  his  predecessors  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  rent  and  rentcharge  and  other  circumstances 
relating  thereto,  and  to  giye  the  names  of  such  predecefisors  in  title :  Towne  * 
y.  Cache,  L.  B.  9  £x.  5.  See  generally  as  to  discoyery  of  the  nature  of  a 
party's  title  in  actions  for  the  recoyery  of  land,  poet,  Pt.  III.  Sect.  I.  (c)  and 
II. :  and  see  CommieeUmere  of  Setcere  r,  Glaeee  luid  Sute  y.  Lewie,  dted  ante^ 
p.  452. 


As  regards  disoovery  of  this  kind  (see  ante  (a)  and  (b),  at 
p.  418)y  there  seems  to  be  no  distinction  (see  as  to  any  such 
distinction  with  respect  to  discovery  of  the  nature  of  the 
adversary's  title  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  land  and  in 
particular  as  to  a  plaintiff's  obligation  in  this  respect  in 
certain  actions  {pasty  pp.  616,  525,  529,  631)  between  the 
position  of  plaintiff  and  defendant.  There  is  no  such  doctrine 
for  instance  as  that  a  pledntifE  attacking  some  other  person 
must  disclose  everything  on  which  he  relies  for  the  pur- 
pose of  his  attack :  see  Lord  Selbome  in  Minet  v.  Morgan, 
L.  E.  8  Ch.  p.  364 :  and  post^  p.  530,  referring  to  Wigr. 
But  see  ante,  pp.  243,  245,  in  reference  to  the  greater  obliga- 
tion to  produce  documents  referred  to  in  his  pleadings  im- 
posed on  him  by  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  16.  See  also  post,  pp.  467 — 
468. 


B.  Discovery  tending  to  impeach  or  weaken  the  Adversary's  Case. 

The  other  of  the  two  legitimate  purposes  of  discovery 
referred  to  antcy  p.  446,  as  being  propositions  between  which 
and  the  rule  negativing  the  right  to  discovery  of  the  adver- 
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saiy's  evidence  the  dividing  line  is  in  many  cases  very  diffi- 
cult to  draw,  may  be  thus  stated  in  Lord  Cottenham's 
language  in  A,  O.  v.  Corp.  London^  2  M.  &  G. :  a  party  is 
entitled  to  discovery  not  only  of  that  which  constitutes  his 
own  title  hut  to  repel  the  defence  which  he  expects  will  be 
set  against  him,  p.  257,  of  everything  which  may  enable  him 
to  defeat  the  title  expected  to  be  set  up  against  him,  p.  260; 
to  rebut  the  adversary's  evidence  in  support  of  his  case  :  see 
Okscott  V.  Copper  Miners  Co.  11  Sim.  p.  312. 

This  discovery  is  directed  not  to  the  adversary's  case  but 
to  the  purpose  of  attack  upon  or  impeaching  his  case :  see 
Wigr.  PI.  343 :  and  see  pontj  pp.  464,  465.  Interrogatories 
are  admissible  which  advance  the  party's  own  case  by 
damaging  that  of  his  opponent :  see  Hall  v.  Idardety  W.  N. 
83,  p.  176,  cited  postj  p.  467 :  see  also  as  to  production  of 
documents  for  this  purpose,  post,  pp.  494 — 499.  A  pledntifi 
(see  as  to  any  distinction  between  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
post,  p.  467)  may  not  only  interrogate  in  support  of  his  own 
case  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  the  defendant's 
case :  Brett,  M.  R.  in  Grumbrecht  v.  Parry ^  32  W.  R.  558, 
affirming  the  court  below,  32  W.  R.  203 :  49  L.  T.  570,  on 
one  groimd,  see  post^  but  expressly  disapproving  another  of 

458.     Under  heading  B. 

See  further,  as  to  discovery  impeaching  or  destroying  the 
adversary's  case,  and  in  particular  where  the  party  sets  up 
no  substantive  case  of  his  own  but  merely  traverses  that  of 
the  adversary,  ante^  p.  446,  discussing  Bidder  v.  Bridges^  and 
post^  pp.  464,  465. 

pleadmgB,  ana  wiucH  for  anythmg  that  appears  may  be 
wholly  imaginary :  following  out  in  fact  the  practice  under 
the  C.  L.  P.  Act :  see  post^  p.  461 :  and  see  poat^  p.  464,  in 
connection  with  the  equity  practice. 

The  action  was  to  recover  damages  for  non-deliyery  of  goods  shipped  on 
the  defendant's  ship ;  the  plaintifl  alleged  that  the  smp  was  not  seaworthy 
at  the  time  she  siuled:  the  defendant  pleaded  the  excepted  perils.  The 
plaintiff  interrogated  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  this  defence,  and  the  inter- 
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rogatories  were  framed  on  the  assumption  that  the  loss  occurred  through 
some  valve  or  pipe  having  been  left  open,  no  suggestion  of  this  kind  how- 
ever being  made  in  the  pleadings.  The  interrogatories  were  struck  out  (see 
ante,  p.  107)  under  r.  7  of  Ord.  XXXI. ;  per  Huddleston,  B.  on  the  ground 
that  the  object  was  to  anticipate  the  defendant's  caAe  or  to  meet  the  case' 
which  the  plaintiff  anticipated  would  be  set  up,  and  were  therefore  inadmis- 
sible (but  on  this  point  reversed  see  ante),  and  with  difficulty  disting^uishing 
BoUkow  y.  Fisher^  10  Q.  B.  D.  161* :  per  Grove,  J.  on  the  ground  that  the 
interrogatories  did  not  ask  whether  obtain  things  happened  or  were  done 
which  might  be  expected  in  the  ordinary  course  of  navigation  as  in  Bolckow 
V.  Fisher  (where,  the  defence  being  that  the  ship  was  stranded  in  a  fog,  the 
plaintiff  interrogated  as  to  when  Portland  was  sighted,  what  course  was 
being  steered,  and  as  to  taking  soundings  and  other  matters ;  see  further, 
antey  pp.  139 — 140),  but  were  based  on  a  mere  hypothetical  state  of  facts; 
and,  in  answer  to  the  argument  that  the  defendant  had  only  to  deny  the  facts 
if  they  were  untrue,  that  in  this  case  the  defendant  would  be  compelled  to 
make  inquiries  of  his  agents  and  servants,  and  that  it  was  unreasonable  to 
put  him  to  this  expense  for  the  purpose  of  answering  interrogatories  of  snob. 
a  character.  The  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal  on  the  g^und  that  the 
interrogatories  were  prolix,  see  ante,  p.  107. 

The  following  interrogatory  was  struck  out  (under  the 
old  rule,  but  qu.  see  ante,  p.  105)  as  too  vague : 

**  Is  there  any  act  coiumand  fact  matter  or  thing  not  disclosed  in  your 
answers  to  the  above  interrogatories  which  it  is  material  to  the  defendants 
to  know  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  your  claim  in  this  action,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  you  liable  for  all  or  some  of  the  damage  resulting  from 
the  collision  mentioned  in  the  statement  of  claim?  If  yea,  set  it  forth. 
State  when  it  happened  and  who  can  depose  to  the  same.  The  action  was 
an  action  of  damage  for  collision  of  ships*' :  The  Radnorshire,  5  P.  D.  172. 

1.  The  Common  Law  Practi<^. 

In  this  respect  again  (see  ante^  p.  450)  the  measure  of  dis- 
covery allowed  by  the  common  law  courts  under  the  C.  L.  P. 
Act  seems  to  have  fallen  somewhat  short  of  that  which  was 
allowed  in  equity. 

The  party's  right  of  discovery  was  rigidly  confined  (see 
the  reasons  antCy  p.  lilt)  to  such  as  was  required  in  support 

*  In  Bolekoto  v.  Fisher  (see  ante^  p.  1 39)  no  objection  had  been  inade  to  the 
matter  of  the  interrogatories  except  that  they  involved  the  obligation  of 
applying  to  ag^ents  servants  &c.  for  information :  and  the  objection  was 
overruled. 

t  (Generally  it  may  be  noted  that  under  sect.  51  of  the  G.  L.  P.  Act,  1854, 
they  did  not  consider  themselves  bound  by  the  practice  in  equity :  see  Hill  v. 
Campbell,  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  pp.  234—236,  244,  referring  to  Osbom  t.  London 
Lock  Co.  10  Exoh.  p.  702 :  and  BartUtt  v.  LewU,  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  261,  262 : 
though  see  Hawkins  v.  Carr,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  p.  93 :  Edwards  v.  WakeJUld,  6 
E.  &  B.  462,  p.  467 :  Whateley  v.  Crowter,  5  E.  &  B.  p.  712 :  Martin  v.  Hem- 
ming,  10  Exch.  478.  In  Jourdain  v.  Palmer,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  p.  106,  ChanneU,  B. 
considered  that  the  equity  rules  were  generally  taken  by  the  common  law 
judges  as  a  guide  in  detennining  whether  interrogatories  should  be  aUowed. 
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of  or  was  relevant  to  a  definite  case  set  up  or  intended  to  be 
(a  mere  suggestion  that  it  might  be  material  to  a  particular 
line  of  defence  was  not  sufficient  unless  an  intention  was 
shown  of  adopting  it :  see  Alexandra  Dock  Co.  v.  Elliott y  23 
L.  T.  p.  848)  set  up  by  him :  anything  beyond  this  being 
considered  to  be  an  attempt  to  fish  out  a  case,  or  on  the 
chance  of  getting  hold  of  facts  to  help  his  case,  or  to  see  how 
the  adversary  was  going  to  shape  his  case  (see  antCy  p.  447, 
as  to  this  expression),  or  what  facts  he  would  be  able  to 
prove :  see  Jourdain  v.  Palmer y  L.  E.  1  Ex.  p.  105  :  Moor  v. 
RohertSy  2  C.  B.  N.  8.  pp.  679—680 :  Atter  v.  Willmny  7 
W.  E.  26/) :  Alexandra  Dock  Co.  v.  ElHotty  p.  848 :  Edwards 
V.  Wakefieldy  6  E.  &  B.  pp.  468—469  :  Lush  Pr.  855—866 : 
Derby y  Sfc.  Bank  v.  Ltimsdeny  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  107:  Finney  v. 
Foruoody  L.  E.  1  Ex.  6.  See  also  Grumbrecht  v.  Parry y  cited 
antcy  p.  459  (since  the  Jud.  Act). 

Discovery  therefore  for  the  purpose  of  negativing  or  re- 
butting the  adversary's  case  was  frequently  regarded  (and 
see  Grumbrecht  v.  Parry,  ante,  p.  459)  as  an  attempt*  to 
inquire  into  the  adversary's  case  unless  some  specific  founda- 
tion was  l«dd.  It  may  however  be  noted  that  in  Goodman  v. 
Holroyd  (cited  j!>o«^),  p.  844,  Williams,  J.  said,  "  It  is  no  viola- 
tion of  the  rule  which  cfxcludes  a  party  from  prying  into  the 
evidence  by  which  his  adversary's  case  is  to  be  supported  to 
hold  that  a  defendant  may  be  interrogated  in  order  to  show 
that  his  defence  is  nought,"  citing  the  language  of  Lord  Cot- 
tenham  in,  A.  G.t,  Corp.  of  London y  referred  to  antCy  p.  459. 

Where  a  distinct  case  of  fraud  (and  see  Wliyte  v.  AhrenSy 
antCy  p.  36)  was  alleged  discovery  of  this  nature  would  be 
allowed ;  but  a  mere  suggestion  of  fraud  was  not  enough 
unless  some  foundation  for  the  charge  were  laid :  see  Derby y 
Sfc,  Bank  v.  Lumsden  (cited  posty  p.  462),  p.  Ill,  The  fol- 
lowing cases  illustrate  the  point : — 

In  Bayley  y.  Griffiths,  1  H.  &  C.  429  (and  see  antey  p.  451),  an  action  on  a 
pTomifisory  note,  ^e  plaintiff,  having  aUeged  in  his  reply  that  a  deed  of 
arrangement  made  hy  the  defendant  with  his  creditors  which  was  set  up  as 
a  defence  was  procured  hy  fraud  and  the  debts  fictitious,  was  aUowed  to 

In  Day  G.  L.  P.  p.  307,  it  is  said  that  the  courts  were  guided  by  the  prin- 
dplea  on  which  a  court  of  equity  aUowed  discovery  but  with  the  necessary 
modifications  required  by  the  difference  of  subject-matter. 
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interrogaie  as  to  facto  oonneoied  with  the  ezeoutioii  of  the  deed,  the  credi- 
tors* meetings,  and  their  debts  names  &o.  So  in  Goodman  ▼.  Eolroydy  cited 
ante^  p.  451,  a  similar  case.  See  also  BartUtt  v.  Letvity  cited  ante^  p.  320 
(inteiTogatories  to  show  that  a  bankrupt's  certificate  was  yoid) :  and  see  pott^ 
p.  463,  referring  to  these  oases. 

In  Zariji  t.  Thornton,  26  L.  J.  Ex.  214,  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  carg^,  the  defendants,  pleading  denial  of  the  policy  and  the  plainfcifCs* 
interest,  were  not  aUowed  (as  disdosing  the  plaintiffs*  case,  see  anU,  p.  45.0) 
to  ask  as  to  the  execution  of  the  policy  or  the  purchase  of  the  cargo,  but 
upon  an  affidavit  suggesting  that  a  portion  of  the  cargo  had  been  recovered 
by  the  plaintiffs  they  were  allowed  to  interrogate  thereto. 

If  the  defence  to  be  founded  on  a  plea  of  non  est  factum  is  that  the  deed 
was  to  operate  as  an  escrow,  it  would  be  open  to  the  defendant  to  ask  ques- 
tions about  the  delivery  of  the  deed :  so  if  the  defence  was  that  the  signature 
was  improperly  obtained,  to  inquire  about  the  circumstances  of  signing: 
Alexandra  JDock  Co,  v.  EllioUy  p.  Q47 :  and  in  this  case  interrogatories  by  we 
defendant  were  disallowed  which  inquired  as  to  various  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  signatures  of  directors  to  the  contract  sued  upon,  no  special 
defence  to  which  th^  might  relate  having  been  set  up,  following  Bechirvaite 
V.  G,  W,  £.  Co.  L.  S.  6  C.  P.  36.  See  however  GUucoti  v.  Copper  Minere  Co, 
11  Sim.  305,  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  on  a  con- 
tract, where  the  plaintiffs  in  the  action  were  ordered  to  answer  whether  or 
not  they  were  the  vendors  and  whether  or  not  the  contract  was  fictitious, 
the  bill  however  containing  an  allegation  to  that  effect. 

In  Mary  or  Alexandra,  £.  B.  2  A.  &  E.  319,  where  the  equity  practice  of 
discovery  was  expressly  adopted,  interrogatories  were  allowed  to  be  admi- 
nistered by  the  plaintids,  the  United  States  Government,  inquiring  into  the 
title  by  which  the  present  owners  ,had  acquired  the  ship,  whether  certain 
documents  and  transfers  set  up  were  not  colourable,  and  whether  the  true 
oWliers  were  not  the  rebel  government,  the  interrogatories  having,  see 
p.  323,  a  bond  fide  tendency  not  merely  to  negative  and  destroy  the  de- 
fendants* title  but  to  affirm  and  render  evident  that  of  the  plaintiffis  (see  as 
to  this  point  j9(w^,  p.  497). 

In  an  action  of  trover  for  barley  by  indorsees  of  the  bill  of  lading  from 
the  consignees  against  the  shipowners  who  had  delivered  the  barley  to  the 
consignees  without  requiring  the  production  of  the  bill  of  ladiog,  the  de- 
fenduits,  on  a  special  affidavit  in  which  they  suggested  that  the  bill  of 
lading  was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs  after  delivery  of  the  barley  or  that  the 
plaintiffs  having  the  bill  in  their  possession  knowingly  allowed  the  ship- 
owners to  deliver  the  barley,  were  allowed  to  administer  interrogatories,  a 
foundation  having  been  thus  laid  for  them,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
these  facts  in  order  to  support  their  attempt  to  dis^ace  the  plaintiffs*  prima 
facie  title :  Derby  Commercial  Bank  v.  Zumtden,  L.  K.  5  C.  P.  107. 

In  another  action  of  trover  for  cotton  (Finney  v.  Foncood,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  6) 
interrogatories  bv  the  defendant  asking  the  plaintiff  how  and  when  he  first 
became  possessed  of  the  cotton  and  as  to  his  dealings  with  the  person  who 
had  sold  it  to  the  defendant  were  disallowed,  as  to  the  last  on  the  g^und 
that  no  allegations  as  to  any  such  dealings  had  been  made  as  a  basis  for 
them,  and  as  to  the  others  that  they  were  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the 
plaintiff's  title  and  therefore  (see  ante,  p.  451)  improper. 

Other  cases  where  interrogatories  were  allowed  or  dis- 
allowed acoording  as  it  was  considered  that  they  were  put 
to  support  a  definite  case  set  up  or  to  fish  out  a  case  by 
finding  fiaws  in  the  opponent's  case : — 

Moor  V.  RoberUy  2  0.  B.  K.  S.  671  (and  see  ante,  p.  451),  action  by  mort- 
gagee to  recover  deficiency  on  sale ;  interrogatories  by  defendant  as  to 
manner  of  conducting  the  sale  disallowed,  no  specific  defence  being  raised : 
Morris  y.  Bethell,  L.  ft.  4  G.  P.  765,  action  by  indorsee  of  bill  of  exchange 
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against  the  acceptor,  liis  defence  being  that  it  was  not  his  acceptance,  inter- 
rogatoiies  by  the  phuntiff  disallowed  which  asked  whether  another  bill 
similarly  accepted  had  not  been  paid  by  the  defendant,  for  there  being  no 
allegation  that  the  defendant  had  given  a  general  authority  to  accept  bills 
in  tiiat  form,  the  interrogatories  were  ineleyant.  In  Rew  ▼.  Hutehinsy  10 
C.  B.  N.  S.  829,  an  action  for  commission  on  a  contract,  the  defendant  was 
allowed  to  interrogate  tbe  plaintiff  as  to  facts  and  communications  connected 
with  the  contract  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  disproving  the  general  custom 
of  the  trade  on  which  it  was  believed  (see  ante^  p.  459)  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  rely :  (see  as  to  this  last  point  GirdleaUme  v.  N,  B.  Insurance  Co.  referred 
to  poaif  p.  467).  In  Zyehlinski  v.  Maltby,  IOC.  B.  N.  S.  838,  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  on  a  charge  of  obtaining  money  on  false  pretences,  the 
defendant  was  aUowed  (subject  to  any  objection  on  criminatory  grounds,  see 
ante,  p.  820)  to  interrogate  as  to  certain  matters  on  which  he  intended  to 
rely  as  showing  reasonable  cause  for  the  prosecution.  The  decision  in  the 
two  last  cases  and  in  Bartleit  v.  Letvia,  and  Bayley  t.  Griffithty  ante,  p.  461, 
were  supported  in  StemY.  Sevaetopolo,  14  G.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  740,  741,  (died  post, 
on  the  g^und  that  the  interrogatories  were  directed  to  ascertain  definite 
facts  material  to  the  applicant's  case  although  the  effect  might  be  (see  as  to 
this  j90«^,  p.  465)  to  disclose  the  adversary's  case.  In  Stewart  v.  Smith,  L.  B. 
2  G.  P.  293,  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  on  a  charge  of  stealing  books 
interrogatories  by  the  defendant  were  aUowed,  following  Zyehlinski  v.  Maltby^ 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  state  whether  the  books  were  not  in  his  possession 
and  wh^  and  now  he  got  them. 

Actions  for  Libel. — See  as  to  discovery  from  defendants  in  action  for 
libel,  ante,  pp.  319,  347 — 348,  in  connection  with  the  subject  of  criminatory 
discovery.  As  to  tiie  right  of  a  defendant  to  interrogate  the  plaintiff  the 
court  seems  to  have  considered  (see  as  to  the  old  equity  practice  in  this  par- 
ticular respect,  ante,  p.  348)  that  a  defendant  pleading  justification  ought 
primarily  at  all  events  to  be  able  to  justify  the  libel  by  his  own  means  and 
should  not  be  allowed  to  fish  out  a  defence  by  discovery.  In  Oourley  v. 
FlimeoU,  L.  R.  8  G.  P.  362  (see  also  this  case,  ante,  p.  99,  in  connection  with 
discovery  prior  to  giving  particulars),  an  action  for  libel  based  on  charges  of 
overloading  &c ships,  the  court  refused  the  defendant  leave  to  ad- 
minister interrogatories  before  he  had  complied  or  at  all  events  attempted  to 
comply  with  an  order  for  particulars  intended  to  be  relied  on  under  his  pleas 
of  justification,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  fish  out  a  defence 
(p.  375)  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  a  defence  already  put  forward. 
See  also  Metropolitan,  ^.  Co,  v.  Hawkine,  (dtedi  pott,  p.  513.  Li  Buchanan  v. 
Taylor,  W.  N.  76,  p.  73,  the  defendant  pleading  justification  was  allowed  to 
ask  whether  the  plaintiff  wrote  the  particular  articles  on  which  he  sought  to 
justify,  but  not  what  articles,  only  uie  particular  circumstances. 

Actions  for  Slander. — The  plaintiff  would  only  be  allowed  to  inter- 
rogate as  to  t^e  words  used  on  the  occasions  in  question  under  special  cir- 
cumstances, as  where  it  was  shown  by  affidavit  that  a  slanderous  imputation 
of  a  definite  character  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff, 
and  he  had  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  exact  terms  of  the  slander  except 
by  interrogatories,  the  only  persons  able  to  give  the  information  refusing  to 
give  it :  Atkinton  y.  Fotbrooke,  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  628,  pp.  630,  631.  In  Stem  y. 
Sevaatopolo,  12  G.  B.  N.  S.  249,  the  plaintiff  interrogated  to  the  following 
effect : — **  Bid  you  speak  or  publish  tbe  words  set  out  in  the  declaration,  or 
any  and  which,  or  any  and  what  other  words  conveying  the  same  or  similar 
imputations  P  Wlien,  where  and  to  whom  did  you  speak  and  publish  them?'* 
Tliey  were  disaUowed  as  vague  and  fishing.  And  in  Atkinson  y.  Fosbrooke 
the  different  circumstances  of  the  two  cases  were  pointed  out.  In  Colonial 
Aaauranee  Co,  y.  Froeaer,  W.  N.  76,  p.  55,  where  the  defendant  admitted  the 
conversation  but  denied  that  he  used  the  slanderous  words,  and  said  that 
what  he  said  was  true,  particulars  were  refused  as  immaterial.  See  as  to  the 
names  of  the  persons  in  whose  presence  the  slanders  were  uttered,  pott^ 
p.  473,  referring  to  Bradbury  y.  Cooper, 
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2.  The  Equity  Practice,  , 

This  distinction,  which  was  observed  in  the  common  law 
courts  (see  ante  (1),  and  see  antCy  p.  469,  referring  to  Grumbrecht 
V.  Parry y  since  the  Jud.  Act)  between  interrogatories  pointed 
to  some  particular  case  raised  or  intended  to  be  raised  and 
interrogatories  not  so  pointed,  was  recognized  in  equity,  al- 
though, for  reasons  to  which  reference  will  immediately  be 
made,  the  difficulty  did  not  so  often  arise  in  practice.  Where 
a  party  makes  a  specific  case  of  his  own  and  asks  discovery  in 
opposition  to  the  defence,  but  which  is  addressed  to  the  proof 
of  a  csLse  specifically  made  in  the  bill,  it  is  clearly  distinguish- 
able in  principle  as  well  as  in  fact  from  a  direct  inquiry  into 
the  evidence  of  his  opponent's  case:  Wigr.  PL  114.  Where 
a  plaintiff  makes  a  case  in  his  bill  which  would  disprove  the 
truth  of  or  otherwise  invalidate  the  defence,  he  may  be  en- 
titled to  discovery  from  the  defendant,  in  order  to  enable  him 
so  to  impeach  the  defendant's  case :  Wigr.  PL  342.  See  also 
observations  of  Lord  Hatherley  in  Bovill  v.  Ooodiery  referred 
to  posty  p.  553,  and  other  patent  actions  there  cited. 

The  point  arose  in  equity  more  often  in  connection  with  the  prodaction  of 
documents  (as  to  which  see  pott^  p.  500)  than  with  interrogatories.  As  re- 
gards the  plaintiff's  interrogatories,  each  of  them  was,  as  a  rule,  founded 
upon  a  specific  allegation  in  the  biU  (see  an  to,  p.  Ill),  and  they  were  delivered 
before  the  defence  in  the  form  of  the  plea  or  the  answer  was  put  in.  A 
plaintiff  could  hardly  in  the  nature  of  things  interrogate  for  the  purpose  of 
disproving  some  matter  alleged  in  the  defence  unless  it  had  been  anticipated 
by  the  bill.  Where  a  pure  affirmative  plea  was  put  in,  that  is  of  something 
not  anticipated  or  mentioned  in  the  bill,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any 
discovery  at  aU,  for  his  case  as  stated  in  the  bill  was  admitted,  see  ante,  p. 
16,  n.  As  regards  a  defendant's  interrogatories,  although  they  were  admi- 
nistered after  the  plaintiff's  case  was  put  forward  and  when  therefore  the  dis- 
proof of  the  plaintiff's  case  was  a  part  of  the  defendant's  case,  yet  they  must 
have  been  founded  in  the  same  way  upon  a  cross  bill  or  concise  statement : 
their  relevancy  being  determined  by  reference  to  the  statements  in  the  bill 
and  the  defendant's  answer  thereto. 

Certainly,  whether  for  the  reason  above  stated  or  whether 
to  some  extent  perhaps  from  the  different  nature  of  the  actions, 
the  point  did  not  arise  in  equity  with  the  same  frequency  as 
it  arose  at  common  law  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act  and  as  it 
does  arise  under  the  present  practice  (see  also  ante^  p.  112  and 
antCy  p.  459)  that  is  to  say  how  far  a  party  who  has  traversed 
a  particular  part  of  his  adversary's  case  vtrithout  making  any 
specific  counter  allegation  but  thereby  clearly  makes  it  a 
matter  in  question  in  the  action  may  interrogate  to  support 
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his  traverse.  That  he  is  entitled  to  some  discovery  is  clear, 
but  it  should  seem  of  a  less  searching  character  than  where 
particular  allegations  are  made:  see  further  Orumbrecht  v. 
Parry  J  cited  ante^  p.  459  :  see  also  Metcalfe  v.  Harvey  y  Bell- 
wood  V.  Wetherell,  and  other  cases  cited  post,  pp.  531 — 533. 


3.  Inter rogatof^iea  t/ie  Amicera  to  which  may  or  may  not  support 
the  Case  of  the  Interrogating  Party ^  or  may  or  may  not 
disclose  the  Opponents  own  Case,  or  which  while  disclosing 
it  will  also  disclose  Matter  material  to  the  Case  of  the 
Interrogating  Party, 

It  was  held  in  the  common  law  courts  that  an  interrogatory 
must  be  answered  if  the  answer  might  be  reasonably  expected 
to  discover  matter  which  would  advance  or  be  material  to  the 
case  of  the  interrogating  party  though  the  answer  might  also 
disclose  that  of  the  adversary ;  that  it  was  only  where  it  inquired 
into  what  was  exclusively  the  adversary's  case :  Whateley  v. 
Crowder  (cited  post),  5  E.  &  B.  pp.  712 — 713:  Stern  v. 
Serastopolo,  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  p.  741 :  and  see  Za^nfi  v.  Thornton, 
26  L.  J.  Ex.  p.  215 :  and  ante,  p.  450 :  or  where  it  related 
wholly  to  matter  which  tended  to  support  the  adversary's 
case :  Stewart  v.  Smith,  L.  E.  2  C.  P.  p.  296 ;  that  it  should 
be  disallowed  (but  it  is  no  objection  to  an  interrogatory  that 
it  inquires  into  matter  relating  exclusively  to  the  adversary's 
case,  see  ante,  pp.  13,  444,  446).  Where  interrogatories 
related  as  much  to  one  case  as  the  other  they  should  be 
allowed :  Bayley  v.  Griffiths  (cited  ante,  p.  461),  1  H.  &  0. 
423.  And  so  in  equity:  see  Wigr.  pi.  344:  and  the  cases 
post.  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  proposition  that  a  party 
is  not  boimd  to  give  discovery  of  the  evidence  of  his  case : 
for  if  under  such  circumstances  he  could  refuse  to  answer  he 
would  be  withholding  evidence  for  his  adversary  as  well  as 
himself.  Production  of  a  document  could  not  be  refused 
either  at  equity  or  common  law  (see  post,  p.  478),  on  the 
ground  that  it  contained  the  evidence  of  his  own  title  if  it 
also  contained  evidence  for  the  adversary.     The  point  sug- 
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geete  itself  whether  in  cases  of  this  kind  any  validity  would 
be  attached  to  the  party's  assertion  to  the  effect  that  the 
answer  would  not  support  the  case  of  the  interrogating  party, 
either  directly,  or  indirectly  by  destroying  his  own,  and  that 
it  would  be  disclosing  his  own  evidence  (by  analogy  to  dis- 
closing the  contents  of  a  document,  see  post^  pp.  479,  481). 
See  the  form  suggested  joos^,  App.  Chap.  I. 

Tfliateley  y.  Cro\cder^  5  E  &  B.  709,  was  an  action  ag^nst  a  sorvejor  for 
negligently  performing  his  dntj :  and  the  interrogatories  inquired  into  the 
particular  steps  the  defendant  took  in  order  properly  to  perform  his  duty. 
The  court  allowed  them  though  the  answers  might  show  the  defendant's 
own  case  that  he  did  use  due  diligence.  In  Carew  y.  Davis  argued  and 
decided  at  the  same  time  on  the  same  ground,  being  an  action  brought 
against  an  attorney  for  negligence  in  the  conduct  of  an  action  in  respect  of  a 
bond,  among  the  interrogatories  allowed  was  one  asking  whether  he  made 
inquiiy  and  what  and  of  whom  concerning  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  bond  was  obtained  and  the  consideration  for  it.  So  in  another  case,  an 
action  against  a  yaluer  for  negligence  and  want  of  skill  in  conducting  the 
yaliiation,  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  answer  interrogatories  inquiring 
into  the  basis  of  his  yaluation :   Turner  y.  Goulden,  L.  B.  9  C.  P.  57. 

In  a  proceeding  by  an  allegred  contributory  under  the  winding-up  of  a 
company  to  obtain  rdief  from  liability  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation 
the  official  liquidator  was  held  bound  (as  if  he  had  been  a  defendant  in  an 
action  for  the  same  purpose)  to  disclose  both  by  way  of  answers  to  questions 
and  production  of  the  actual  documents  the  gprounds  and  particular  materials 
on  "w^ich  he  had  come  to  a  particular  conclusion  as  to  the  value  of  certein 
assets  for  the  purpose  of  maldng  a  caU :  He  Bamed'a  Banking  Co.  L.  B.  2 
Ch.  350 :  (see  this  case  also  cited  ante^  pp.  112,  128}. 

In  a  case  of  Stainton  y.  Chadtvicky  3  M.  &  G.  676,  the  plaintiff  alleg^  that 
the  defendant  had  by  false  and  fraudulent  eyidence  in  support  of  some 
statements  in  a  petition  obteined  an  ex  parte  order  from  the  court  vesting  in 
him  the  legsl  estate  of  property  to  which  he  the  plaintiff  was  properly 
entitled.  The  defendant  was  ordered  to  disclose  this  evidence  in  answer  to 
interrogatories.  For,  p.  685,  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  proof  of  the  alleged 
fraud  was  not  repeUed  because  the  defendant  might  be  thereby  disck>sing 
the  evidence  on  which  he  was  going  to  rely,  although  such  an  effect  might 
be  incidentel  to  or  consequential  on  the  discovery,  the  immediate  object 
being  not  to  compel  such  a  disclosure  but  to  prove  the  alleg^  fraud,  his  own 
case.    And  see  Chadtcick  v.  Chadtcick,  22  L.  J.  Ch.  329,  commenting  on  this  case. 

Lord  Romilly  in  Commissioners  of  Sewers  v.  Olasse,  16  Eq.  p.  304,  after 
admitting  the  accura^  of  the  proposition  laid  down  in  Hoffmann  v.  Postil  (see 
post^  p.  467)  to  the  effect  that  a  plaintiff  was  bound  to  answer  questions 
tending  to  destroy  his  case,  and  saying  that  at  the  same  time  he  was  not 
bound  to  answer  questions  as  to  matters  which  tended  to  support  his  case, 
thus  states  the  general  position.  ' *  The  party  interrogating  (whether  plaintiff 
or  defendant)  was  always  entitled  to  discovery  of  everything  which  made  out 
his  own  case  or  which  showed  that  he  was  in  the  right  but  not  to  discovery 
of  matters  which  supported  his  opponent*  s  case  or  showed  that  his  opponent 
was  in  the  right."  And  he  suggests  as  an  illustration  that  if  in  the  case 
before  him,  which  was  an  action  to  csteblish  right  of  common  and  where  the 
defendant  had  interrog^ated  the  plaintiff  as  tj  the  instances  in  which  the 
right  had  been  enjoyed,  the  defendant  had  alleged  that  in  certain  cases  the 
right  set  up  by  the  plaintiff  had  been  claimed  and  successfully  resisted  he 
would  have  had  a  riglit  to  interrogate  as  to  those  cases,  but  that  as  the 
defence  was  then  preHentcd  the  interrogatories  required  the  plaintiff  to  dis- 
olose  the  evidence  m  support  of  his  case. 

In  an  action  by  the  insured  against  an  insurance  company  upon  the  policy 
the  company  relying  on  the  particular  clause  of  forfeitiu'e  were  compelled  to 
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answer  interrogatorieB  inquiringf  as  to  their  practice  in  twenty  similar  oases 
to  that  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  their  ordinary  practice 
was  to  waive  the  forfeiture,  for  it  was  not  their  evidence,  as  they  relied  on 
the  contract,  and  the  bill  contained  allegations  sufficient  whereon  to  found 
the  interrogatories :  nor  was  it  unreasonable,  for  only  twenty  instances  were 
asked  for:  GirdUatone  y.  North  British  Inturanee  Co.  L.  B.  11  Eq^.  197. 

In  Gartaide  y.  Outram,  6  W.  B.  35,  a  suit  by  a  firm  to  restram  a  former 
derk  from  disdoeing  tiie  transactions  connected  with  their  business,  the 
derk  set  up  as  a  ju&tifioation  for  such  disclosure  specific  charges  of  fraud  in 
the  plaintiif*s  mode  of  conducting  business.  He  was  allowed  to  interrogate 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  these  charges :  though  he  would  not  have 
been  allowed  to  file  interrogatories  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  disclosure 
of  their  private  books  on  a  mere  roving  suggestion  that  there  might  have 
been  fraud. 

Where  a  defendant  to  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  of  money  due  on 
a  sale  of  a  public  house  coxmter- claimed  for  the  return  of  his  deposit  on  the 
ground  of  false  representations  as  to  the  takings,  he  was  allowed  to  inter- 
rogate as  to  the  monthly  receipts :  BarthoUmew  y.  Bawlinsy  W.  N.  76,  p.  66. 

See  also  Blight  y.  Goodliffe^  18  0.  B.  N.  S.  767,  action  for  misrepresenta- 
tion by  defendant  as  to  a  business,  where  the  plaintiff  interrogated  Whether 
a  certain  book  contained  accurate  entries. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  on  a  contract  to  sell  at  a  fair  price  the 
plaintiff  alleging  that  an  exorbitant  price  was  charged  was  allowed  to  ask 
for  the  names  of  the  manufacturers  and  the  prices  at  which  the  goods  were 
purchased  from  them :  Masarredo  v.  Maitland,  3  Mad.  66. 

I'D,  Hall  y.  Liardetj  W.  N.  83,  p.  175,  an  action  for  work  and  labour  done  in 
making  model  machinery  for  exhibition  Field,  J.  in  chambers  considered 
that  it  was  legitimate  for  the  plaintiff  to  ask  the  defendant  (the  defence  being 
that  it  was  defective  and  unworkable)  whether  it  did  not  obtain  a  prize  and 
who  (but  Beepo$t,  p.  472)  the  judges  were,  and  further  that  it  would  be  open 
to  the  defendant  to  state  in  his  answer  that  the  judges  gave  a  prize  without 
reference  to  its  construction  or  testing  its  working  capacity. 


4.  As  to  any  Distinction  in  this  respect  (see  B,  ante^  p.  458) 
between  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  and  of  tlie  Defendant. 

In  a  case  of  Hoffmann  v.  Postily  L.  E.  4  Ch.  673  (and  see 
Commissioners  of  Setcers  v.  GlassCy  ante^  p.  466)  before  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  an  action  for  infringement  of  a  patent,  the 
defendant  denying  its  validity,  GifiFard,  L.  J.  p.  693,  consi- 
dered that,  it  being  a  defendant's  business  to  destroy  the 
plaintiff's  case,  he  was  entitled  to  discovery  for  that  purpose 
such  as  a  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  and  accordingly 
that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  ask  all  questions  which 
were  fairly  calculated  to  show  that  the  patent  was  not  a  good 
patent  and  that  what  was  alleged  to  be  an  infringement  was 
not  one.  See  further  as  to  this  case  posty  p.  655,  in  connection 
with  patent  actions :  and  see  also  Bovill  v.  Goodier  and  other 
patent  actions  there,  p.  553,  referred  to.     This  case  is  referred 

H  H  2 


468  BK.  II.  CHAP.  III.  PART  I.  (b)   (4). 

to  in  Daniell,  Ch.  Pr.  p.  1407,  as  an  authority  for  the  proposi- 
tion that  there  is  a  general  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
the  positions  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  So  in  Ashky  v. 
Taylor  J  37  L.  T.  523  (reversed  on  appeal,  see  antcy  p.  454), 
MaUns,  Y.  C.  says,  at  p.  523,  that  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
discovery  of  all  matters  tending  to  support  his  case,  a  de- 
fendant of  matters  tending  to  destroy  the  plaintiff's  case. 
See  on  the  other  hand  Brett,  M.  R.  in  Grumbrecht  v.  Parry ^ 
cited  antCy  p.  459. 

The  true  view  seems  to  be  this.  If  it  is  a  part  of  the 
plaintiflE's  object  in  the  action  to  destroy  the  defendant's  case 
he  is  as  much  entitled  to  discovery  for  this  purpose  as  is  a 
defendant  in  the  converse  caise.  But  whereas  in  almost  every 
proceeding  it  is  the  defendant's  object  to  destroy  the  plain- 
tiff's case  it  is  not  so  with  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  land,  see  post^  pp.  516,  525,  or  for 
the  recovery  of  other  property,  see  pont^  p.  516,  must  establish 
his  own  right :  it  is  useless  for  him  to  show  merely  that  the 
defendant  has  no  right.  In  such  cases  he  is  not  entitled  to 
discovery  which  tends  only  to  impeach  the  defendant's  case 
and  does  not  tend  to  affirmatively  support  his  own.  See  also 
posty  p.  498,  as  to  this  point  in  connection  with  the  production 
of  documents :  and  posty  p.  530,  referring  to  O*  Connor  v. 
Malone :  and  antey  p.  458. 


C.  Discovery  for  the  purpose  of  paying  Money  into  Court :  or  in 

Reduction  of  Damages. 

It  has  been  seen  {ante,  p.  28)  that  though  there  is  no 
general  principle  that  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  discovery  for 
the  sake  of  knowing  whether  or  not  it  is  worth  his  while  to 
go  on  with  the  action  yet  in  some  cases  discovery  has  been 
allowed  for  this  purpose.  So  in  favour  of  a  defendant  wish- 
ing to  pay  what  is  justly  due  into  court,  interrogatories  (or 
generally  in  reduction  of  damages :  see  Pape  v.  Lisiery  and 
other  cases  j!>o«^,  p.  471 ,  but  see  Clarke  v.  Bennett,  post,  p.  470) 
have  been  sometimes  allowed  in  the  common  law  courts  which 
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approached  yery  dosely  to  an  inquiry  into  the  adverBary's 
evidence. 

In  Wright  y.  Ooodlake^  34  L.  J.  Ex.  82,  an  action  for  infringpement  of 
oopyright  in  a  pamphlet  by  copying  it  into  ''  The  Times,"  interrogatories  by 
the  defendant  were  allowed  inquiring  as  to  the  date  of  publication  of  the 
pamphlet,  the  claim  to  the  copyright,  and  the  number  of  copies  sold,  ap- 
parently only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how  much  he  should  pay  into 
court.  In  Jourdain  v.  Palmer,  L.  B.  1  Ex.  102,  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract whereby  the  plaintiff*s  patent  became  void,  the  court  refused  to  follow 
Wright  T.  Ooodlakey  that  being  an  action  of  tort,  and  disallowed  interrogatories 
inquiring  into  the  probable  value  of  the  patent  as  asking  him  to  state  his 
case  beforehand  (see  as  to  this  expression  ante,  p.  447).  In  Dobton  ▼.  Richard" 
toity  L.  B.  3  Q.  B.  778,  an  action  for  breach  of  agreement  to  deliver  bills  of 
exdiangre,  the  court  declined  to  follow  Jourdain  y.  Palmer  and  allowed  inter- 
rogatories by  the  defendant  inquiring  into  the  solvency  of  the  persons  liable 
on  the  bills  and  the  amount  of  damag^es  sustained  by  their  non-delivery.  In 
Feppiatt  v.  Smithy  3  H.  &  0.  129,  an  action  for  negligence  in  leaving  open  a 
cellar  trap  through  which  the  plaintiff  fell  and  was  injured,  the  defendant 
was  not  allowed  to  interrogate  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
accident  happened,  altiiouni  the  defendant  wished  to  show  contributory 
negligence,  nor  as  to  the  injuries  received  nor  the  medical  attendance. 

However  these  last  four  oases  were  all  referred  to  in  Frost 
V.  Brooky  23  W.  R.  260,  an  action  for  damages  in  respect  of 
personal  injuries  received  by  the  breaking  down  of  a  stand 
at  some  races,  and  it  was  considered  that  they  left  the  court 
free  to  deal  with  the  question  on  principle ;  and  that  in  this 
case  it  was  reasonable  that  the  defendant,  who  wished  to  be 
guided  as  to  the  proper  amount  to  be  paid  into  court,  should 
have  information  by  way  of  answers  to  interrogatories  which 
were  on  oath  instead  of  by  particulars  which  were  very 
general  and  not  on  oath  (see  ante,  p.  451,  as  to  discovery  of 
particulars),  and  should  therefore  be  allowed  to  ask  the 
plaintiff  to  state  on  oath  the  general  nature  of  the  plaintiff's 
case  in  a  form  suflBciently  specific  for  that  purpose.  The 
plaintiff  was  accordingly  compelled  to  answer  where  and  how 
he  fell,  how  he  received  the  injuries,  whether  he  walked  home 
or  how,  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injuries,  whether  he  was 
seen  by  one  or  more  medical  men,  or  other  persons,  and  when 
and  where  and  how  often  and  long,  the  amount  of  their 
charges  and  whether  paid;  whether  extra  help  was  had  in  his 
business  and  for  how  long,  and  how  much  was  paid;  the 
receipts  of  the  business  six  months  before  and  six  months 
after  the  accident  (see  also  Anon,  W.  N.  76,  p.  53,  cited  j^o^^, 
p.  515) :  how  long  he  was  confined  to  his  bed  and  to  the 
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house:  an  acoount  how  his  business  suffered:  hut  not  the 
names  of  the  medical  men  or  other  persons  who  attended  him 
during  his  illness  nor  of  the  persons  who  had  assisted  him  in 
his  business,  as  being  {see  post,  D.)  his  witnesses. 

So  in  Morne  v.  Hough,  L.  R.  9  0.  P.  135,  an  action  on 
oontrcu)t  where  the  defendant  had  paid  a  certain  sum  into 
oourt  and  where  therefore  the  question  at  issue  was  simply 
as  to  the  amount  of  damages  suffered,  it  was  held  that  a 
defendant  desiring  to  pay  the  proper  amount  into  court  was 
held  entitled  to  discovery  for  that  purpose :  the  plaintiff  here 
had  given  particulars  of  damages. 

But  in  a  recent  case,  Clarke  v.  Bennett,  32  "W.  R.  560,  it 
was  held  (per  Smith,  J.  at  all  events)  that  where  the  de- 
fendant traverses  the  whole  claim  and  pays  no  money  into 
oourt,  he  has  no  right  to  discovery  as  to  the  amount  of  da- 
mages, that  (per  Smith,  J.)  by  payment  into  court  a  defendant 
impliedly  did  not  traverse  the  whole  claim  but  raised  an  issue 
as  to  damages,  the  above  cases  resting  on  the  footing  that 
interrogatories  were  admissible  only  where  they  related  to  the 
issues  between  the  parties,  and  that  as  no  plea  could  have 
been  put  in  as  to  the  amount  of  damages,  the  only  way  of 
putting  the  amount  in  issue  was  by  paying  money  into  court. 
The  judgment  of  Bay,  J.  is  not  based  solely  on  this  giound : 
that  is  to  say,  the  learned  judge  considered  that  where  the 
claims  could  not  be  known  to  the  defendant  it  was  reasonable 
that  he  should  have  an  opportunity  of  showing  that  they  were 
extortionate  or  of  knowing  on  what  calculations  they  were 
based  and  so  of  paying  what  was  justly  due  into  court,  but 
that  in  the  case  before  him  there  were  no  such  difficulties,  nor 
had  he  paid  money  into  court.  It  is  submitted  that  both 
grounds  (certainly  the  first)  are  too  narrow.  It  has  been 
pointed  out  ante^  p.  21  (and  see  the  cases  j9o«^),  that  the  amount 
of  the  claim  has  been  always  considered  in  equity  to  be  a 
matter  in  question  and  therefore  a  legitimate  subject  of  dis- 
covery. The  true  view  of  the  above  cases  would  seem  to  be 
that  where  the  defendant  admits  his  liability  and  is  desirous 
only  of  knowing  what  is  a  proper  amount  for  him  to  be  called 
on  to  pay,  he  is  entitled  to  discovery  of  a  nature  which  but 
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for  this  purpose  might  be  inadmissible  as  involving  a  dis- 
closure of  the  adversary's  evidence. 

In  Clarke  y,  Bennett  (leave  to  interrogate  having  been  previously  obtained) 
the  interrogatory  (inquiring  into  the  reoeipts  and  profits  of  his  business  and 
his  inoome  tax  returns)  was  held  for  other  reasons,  as  well  as  the  above, 
vexatious,  and  was  ordered  to  be  struck  out,  see  anto,  p.  107. 

In  Harris  v.  Colktty  26  Beav.  222,  a  bill  of  discovery  in 
aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  by  a  tradesman  against  an  in- 
surance company  to  recover  on  a  fire  policy,  it  seems  to  have 
been  considered  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  dis- 
covery as  to  the  goods  books  prices  amount  of  profits  in  the 
business  and  other  matters  connected  therewith  in  order  to 
show  that  the  amount  claimed  was  exorbitant. 

In  Pape  v.  Lister^  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  242,  an  action  for  breach 
of  promise  of  marriage,  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  inspect 
letters  from  himself  to  the  plainti£E  bearing  only  on  the 
question  of  the  amount  of  damages,  he  admitting  the  pro- 
mise. 

See  also  the  cases  in  the  Divorce  Court  cited  poBt^  Bk.  HE. 
Ch.  III.  Sect.  n. :  and  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  cited 
posty  ibid.  Sect.  III. 

In  an  action  by  the  administratrix  (widow  of  the  deceased) 
imder  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  the  defendant  company  having 
interrogated  her  as  to  the  pecuniary  damages  suffered  by  her 
through  the  deceased's  death,  ultimately  an  oral  examination 
under  r.  11  was  directed :  Vicary  v.  O.  N.  M.  Co.  9  Q.  B.  D. 
168. 


D.  Discovery  of  the  Names  of  Witnesses. 

The  party  is  not  bound  to  give  the  names  of  the  witnesses 
whom  he  intends  to  call  at  the  trial :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Eade 
V.  Jacobs^  3  Ex.  D.  p.  337,  and  see  -4.  (?.  v.  Gaskill^  20  Ch. 
D.  p.  529  :  not  therefore  of  persons  present  when  an  alleged 
consent  was  given  by  a  deceased  person :  Hade  v.  Jacobs. 

This  decision  seems  to  have  been  disregarded  by  Jessel, 
M.  R.  in  chambers  as  contrary  to  equity  practice  :  see  Johns 
V.  Jamesy  13  Ch.  D.  p.  373 :  and  to  have  been  doubted  by 
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Bacon,  V.  0.  ibid.  p.  374,  where  in  deference  to  this  decision 
the  objection  to  disclosing  the  persons  in  whose  presence  cer- 
tain communications  took  place  was  abandoned.  It  was 
followed  by  Bacon,  V.  0.  in  Lt/on  v.  Ttceddell,  13  Ch.  D.  376, 
discovery  of  the  persons  in  whose  presence  certain  language 
was  used  being  refused.  In  Storey  v.  Lennox^  1  Keen,  p.  357, 
Lord  Langdale  says,  "  The  defence  is  that  the  letters  may 
disclose  the  names  of  the  witnesses  and  the  evidence  and  so 
indeed  may  every  discovery  which  the  defendant  may  be 
required  to  give.  In  telling  the  truth  as  he  is  bound  to  do 
he  may  incidentally  disclose  to  the  plaintiff  that  which  may 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  learn  the  names  of  the  witnesses  and 
the  nature  of  the  evidence :  and  if  this  consequence  could  be 
used  as  a  ground  for  resisting  a  discovery  one  of  the  most 
extensively  useful  parts  of  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity 
would  be  lost.  It  occurs  constantly  to  ask  the  defendant 
when  where  and  in  whose  presence  particular  transactions 
took  place,  and  he  cannot  protect  himself  by  saying  that  to 
tell  in  whose  presence  the  transactions  took  place  would  dis- 
close the  names  of  his  witnesses :"  see  also  antCj  p.  411. 

See  also  Frost  v.  BrookCy  ante,  p.  469,  and  Peppiatt  v.  Smith, 
ante,  p.  469,  where  some  of  the  interrogatories  disallowed 
inquired  as  to  the  persons  present  at  the  accident  or  who 
had  attended  the  plaintiff.  See  also  Preston  v.  Carr,  1  T.  & 
J,  p.  179,  where  discovery  of  the  names  of  witnesses  was  held 
improper :  Daw  v.  Eley,  post,  p.  553 :  and  O'Connor  v.  Malone, 
postj  p.  530.  On  the  other  hand,  see  Hall  v.  Liardet,  ante, 
p.  467. 

See  also  Kuhliger  v.  Bailey,  ante,  p.  457,  where  the  persons 
whose  names  were  required  were  referred  to  in  the  pleadings. 

In  Potter  v.  Metropolitan,  8fc,  Co,  28  L.  T.  231,  an  action 
for  damages  arising  out  of  a  railway  accident,  the  plaintiff 
was  allowed  to  ask  for  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  in- 
specter,  and  of  two  other  servants  of  the  company  who  accom- 
panied her  home  after  the  accident,  and  of  the  engine-driver 
of  the  train,  but  not  whether  there  were  any  and  what 
servants  of  the  company  witnessed  the  accident. 

In  an  action  for  slander  it  has  not  been  the  modem  practice 
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at  common  law  to  give  by  way  of  particulars  the  names  of 
the  persons  to  whom  or  in  whose  presence  the  plaintiff  alleges 
that  the  defendant  uttered  the  slander  :  Bradbury  v.  Cooper^ 
12  Q.  B.  D.  94,  p.  95  :  Winyard  v.  Cox,  W.  N.  76,  p.  106  : 
Early  v.  Smithy  Jr.  0.  L.  R.  App.  35,  p.  41.  But  where  the 
charge  was  not  that  the  defendant  himself  uttered  the  slander 
but  that  he  requested  T.  to  utter  it  and  therefore  he  could 
not  tell  where  or  imder  what  circumstances  it  was  uttered 
and  would  be  unprepared  to  meet  the  case  against  him,  the 
plaintiff  was  ordered  to  give  the  names  of  the  persons: 
Bradbury  v.  Cooper^  for  per  Smith,  J.  these  particulars  went 
to  the  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff  relied  not,  the  evidence, 
citing  Ectde  v.  Jacobs  (see  ante,  p.  446).  The  occasions  on 
which  the  slander  has  been  uttered  have  been  ordered  in 
order  that  the  defendant  might  know  what  case  he  had  to 
meet :  Early  v.  Smith. 

Qu.  whether  the  party  may  decline  to  answer  without 
stating  any  reason,  or  whether  he  must  state  that  any  persons 
who  were  present  he  contemplates  calling  as  witnesses. 
Otherwise  he  might  prevent  the  other  party  from  calling 
persons  who  might  give  evidence  in  his  favour.  In 
Eade  v.  Jacobs^  the  interrogatory  was  struck  out  under  the 
old  rule.  In  Lyon  v.  Tteeddell,  the  objection  was  taken  in 
the  form  that  the  adversary  was  not  entitled  to  require  the 
names  and  addresses  of  his  witnesses.  The  report  in  Johns 
V.  James  does  not  state  the  form.  In  Kelly  v.  Wyman^  cited 
ante^  p.  457,  it  was  argued  that  the  names  of  the  canvassers 
were  required  that  they  might  call  them  as  witnesses,  for 
that  the  defendant  would  not  call  them.  See  also  Daniell  v. 
Bondy  ante,  p.  185,  where  it  was  considered  a  ground  for 
ordering  inspection  of  documents  that  they  would  disclose  the 
n^mes  of  persons  who  would  be  witnesses  for  the  party 
seeking  discovery. 


E.  Interrogatories  as  to  Documents  or  their  Contents. 

Interrogatories  founded  upon  allegations  (actual  or  imagi- 
nary) made  in  respect  of  a  document  or  documents  of  the 
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adversary  must  no  doubt  be  answered :  see  poatj  p.  505 :  and 
ante,  pp,  267,  259 :  discussing  the  subject  of  impeached  docu- 
ments :  see  also  posty  p.  491,  discussing  a  suggestion  in  A.  O. 
V.  Emerson,  In  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  referred  to  post,  it  was  said, 
p.  366,  that  it  would  be  legitimate  for  the  defendaQts  to  ask 
the  plaintiff  whether  he  claimed  under  a  conveyance  from  P. 
anterior  to  that  under  which  they  claimed. 

As  to  interrogatories  asking  for  a  list  of  the  dates  or 
contents  of  or  parties  to  the  adversary's  documents  the 
position  would  seem  to  be  as  follows.  The  necessity  is  pointed 
out  (po«/,  p.  477)  of  distinguishiug  between  the  classes  of 
documents,  those  which  contain  the  evidence  or  information 
as  to  the  evidence  to  be  used  at  the  trial,  and  those  actually 
constituting  in  themselves  the  adversary's  evidence.  Docu- 
ments of  the  first  kind  are  discussed  both  in  relation  to  inter- 
rogatories and  to  production,  ante.  Chap.  II. :  as  to  the  pro- 
duction of  documents  of  the  second  kind  it  is  pointed  out 
{post,  p.  479)  that  if  the  adversary  swears  that  they  constitute 
exclusively  his  own  evidence  (or  relate  exclusively  to  his  own 
case,  not  being  evidence,  see  post,  p.  481)  and  do  not  contain 
anything  tending  to  impeach  his  own  case  in  favour  of  the 
adversary  or  to  support  that  of  the  adversary  they  are  pro- 
tected ;  and  that  under  some  circumstances  it  might  be  neces- 
sary for  him  to  disclose  the  character  and  nature  of  each 
document  covered  by  the  assertion,  while  under  other  circum- 
stances it  may  be  sufficient  merely  to  describe  their  general 
nature,  as  for  instance  "  title  deeds  "  or  "  manor  records," 
&c.  or  even  to  give  no  description  at  all,  see  post^  p.  488. 
Where  then  the  adversary  has  filed  an  affidavit  of  documents 
and  claimed  and  been  allowed  protection  for  a  number  of 
documents  as  so  constituting  exclusively  his  own  evidence  no 
interrogatories  should  it  is  conceived  be  allowed  asking  what 
are  the  dates  or  contents  of  or  parties  to  them :  see  also  post, 
p.  491,  where  some  observations  apparently  contra  of  Brett, 
M.  E.  in  A,  G.  v.  Emerson  are  considered.  Where  no  such 
claim  for  protection  has  been  as  yet  allowed  by  the  court,  then 
subject  to  the  question  whether  the  interrogatory  is  not  an 
improper  one  as  inquiring  into  mattery  discovery  of  which 
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should  be  obtained  by  the  machineiy  of  the  affidavit  of  doou* 
ment  (see  ante^  p.  115)  the  adversary  should  it  is  oonoeived 
be  able  to  protect  himself  from  all  discovery  of  the  nature 
and  character  of  any  documents  which  he  could  protect  from 
production  in  his  affidavit  as  constituting  exclusively  his  own 
evidence  (or  xelating  exclusively  to  his  own  case)  and  respect- 
ing which  he  makes  the  same  assertions  in  his  answer  as  he 
would  effectually  make  in  his  affidavit  of  documents. 

The  production  of  a  document  being  a  mere  substitute  for 
setting  out  the  contents  in  the  answer,  where  there  is  no  right 
to  production  there  can  be  no  right  to  discovery  of  the 
contents,  nor  generally  to  a  description  (unless  required  for 
the  purpose  of  the  decree,  as  where  a  part  of  the  decree  may 
be  an  order  for  their  delivery :  see  Wigr.  pi.  291 :  or  as  in 
Duncomhe  v.  Davis,  1  Ha.  pp.  189 — 190,  where  a  list  of  secu- 
rities held  by  bankers  was  required :  and  see  ante,  pp.  21, 182) : 
see  Bramwell,  L.  J.  in  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  499, 
p.  507,  Wigr.  pi.  286—290,  395:  Neate  v.  Latimer,  11 
Bligh,  p.  154 :  and  ante,  pp.  151,  255. 

The  description  of  protected  documents  necessary  to  be 
given  in  the  affidavit  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  discovery  but 
for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  claim  to  protection :  see 
post,  p.  491,  and  ante,  p.  230. 

The  party  has  no  right  to  call  for  any  information  concern- 
ing his  adversary's  evidence :  Hare,  p.  268.  In  Buden  v. 
Dove,  2  Yes.  444,  it  was  said  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
a  discovery  of  deeds  and  writings  of  the  defendant's  title 
though  he  might  ask  what  there  were  of  his  own  title  :  and 
see  Hare,  p.  196.  In  Sutherland  v.  Edwards,  17  Beav.  209, 
the  defendant  was  held  not  bound  to  set  out  a  list  of  docu- 
ments relating  to  his  own  title.  In  Shaftesbury  v.  Arrotcsmith, 
4  Yes.  p.  72,  it  was  said  that  the  heir  in  tail  might  ask  what 
documents  the  defendant  had  creating  estates  tail. 

The  point  was  elaborately  discussed  in  Adams  v.  Lloyd, 
ante.  In  this  case  the  defendant  administered  interroga- 
tories asking  for  a  list,  the  dates  of  and  parties  to  the  plain- 
tiff's documents :  the  plaintiff  answered  that  all  his  docu- 
ments evidenced  his  own  title  (to  mines)  and  did  not  show 
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any  title  or  right  in  the  defendant.  It  was  held  that  a  party 
heul  a  right  to  ask  his  adversary  whether  he  had  any  docu- 
ments containing  anything  that  supported  his  (the  applicant's 
case) :  and  that  if  the  adversary  replied  that  he  had  none 
such,  all  his  documents  supporting  his  own  title  only,  there 
was  an  end  of  the  matter  and  no  further  information  about 
them  could  be  required.  Interrogatories  cannot  be  put  so  as 
to  compel  him  to  disclose  how  little  parchment  he  has  in 
support  of  his  title:  Pollock,  C.  B.  ibid.  pp.  605,  364:  and 
see  posty  p.  518. 

Part  II. 

DISCOVERY  OF  THE  EVIDENCE  OF  A  PARTy's  CASE  BY  WAY  OF 
DISCOVERY  AND  PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 

The  application  of  this  (see  (3),  antCf  p.  310)  limitation  of 
or  exception  to  the  right  of  discovery  to  the  discovery  and 
production  of  documents  is  attended  with  considerable  diffi- 
culty. No  one  disputes  the  propositions  that  a  party  has  no 
right  to  see  the  strength  of  his  opponent's  cause  or  the  evi- 
dence of  his  title  before  the  hearing :  Davers  v.  Davers,  2  P. 
W.  410 ;  or  that  he  has  no  right  generally  speaking  to  look 
into  the  opponent's  title  where  it  is  in  contradiction  to  his 
own:  Stroud  v.  Deacon,  1  Ves.  37.  The  question  is  how 
these  propositions  are  to  be  applied  in  practice. 

If  there  be  one  point  in  the  law  of  discovery  which  is  better 
established  than  another  it  is  that  which  denies  to  a  plaintiff 
(that  is  to  say  an  applicant  for  discovery  whether  plaintiff  or 
defendant  in  the  action)  a  right  to  look  into  the  defendant's 
evidence  for  the  chance  of  what  he  may  fish  out  to  his  advan- 
tage :  Wigr.  pi.  394 :  see  also  post^  pp.  495,  506,  616,  and  the 
common  law  practice,  post,  p.  511.  Where  an  interrogatory 
is  put  the  court  has  before  it  the  means  of  judging  whether  or 
not  it  savours  of  an  inquiry  into  the  adversary's  evidence : 
but  where  the  production  of  a  document  is  required,  the 
question  whether  or  not  its  production  can  be  regarded  as 
involving  a  disclosure  of  his  evidence  must  generally  depend 
upon  its  contents  of  which  the  court  is  ex  necessitate  rei  (see 
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ante^  p.  233,  as  to  cases  where  the  court  has  inspected  docu- 
ments) wholly  or  partially  ignorant.  Two  points  necessarily 
arise  in  this  connection.  One,  the  extent  to  which  the  state- 
ment of  the  party  can  be  accepted  as  to  the  contents  or  nature 
of  his  documents:  the  other,  the  character  or  manner  in  which 
the  document  will  disclose  his  evidence.  Documents  are  in 
fact  of  such  different  natures  that  it  is  impossible  in  practice 
to  apply  to  all  of  them  the  same  considerations.  Some  docu- 
ments, such  as  title  deeds,  necessarily  constitute  or  are  evi- 
dence in  themselves.  Production  of  such  documents  will 
disclose  the  party's  evidence.  But  there  are  other  documents 
which  do  not  constitute  evidence  though  they  may  equally 
disclose  the  party's  evidence :  they  may  contain  the  evidence 
which  is  intended  to  be  used  whether  orally  or  by  affidavit  at 
the  hearing,  or  information  as  to  the  evidence  which  can  be 
obtained.  In  treating  of  such  documents  altogether  different 
considerations  obviously  arise.  It  is  clear  therefore  that  this 
principle  cannot  be  appHed  in  the  same  manner  indiscrimi- 
nately to  all  documents  of  whatever  nature  with  any  intelli- 
gible result.  In  fact  the  consideration  of  the  second  of  the 
above  classes  of  documents  falls  in  more  naturally  with  the 
subject  of  legal  professional  privilege  in  Chap.  II.  where 
accordingly  the  principles  of  protection  applicable  to  those 
documents  are  discussed.  It  may  however  be  noted  that  a 
document  of  this  kind  is  protected  where  it  satisfies  the 
conditions  of  protection  laid  down  in  Sect.  II.  post^  that  is 
to  say  where  it  relates  exclusively  to  the  party's  own  case  and 
contains  nothing  supporting  the  adversary's  case  or  impeach- 
ing his  own,  the  protection  which  it  receives  by  virtue  of  the 
principles  discussed  in  Chap.  II.  being  independent  and  ad- 
ditional :  see  J90s^,  p.  484,  and  ante^  p.  410. 

I.  Documents  comtituting  Evidence  of  the  Parti/a  Case  or  Title 
08  distinct  from  Documents  containing  the  Evidence  in- 
tended to  be  given  either  Orally  or  by  Affidavit  at  the 
Trial 

As  to  the  effect  of  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  15 — 18  in  preventing 
a  plaintiff  or  defendant  from  using  in  evidence  any  docu- 
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ments  inspection  of  which  has  heen  refused  to  the  adversary, 
see  ante^  p.  244 :  as  to  doouments  of  this  kind  which  it  is  the 
ohject  of  the  action  to  set  aside  reform  or  otherwise  impeach 
or  in  respect  of  which  special  charges  are  made:  see  antey 
p.  256,  (and  also  post,  p.  505) :  as  to  documents  of  this  kind 
in  the  possession  of  purchasers  for  yaJue  without  notice  see 
post,  Ch.  IV.  Sect.  I. :  of  mortgagees  see  post,  Ch.  IV.  Sect. 
III. :  as  to  documents  of  this  kind  in  which  the  adversary 
has  an  interest  of  the  nature  of  property  see  ante,  Bk.  I. 
Ch,  VII. 

Documents  constituting  evidence  of  the  party's  case  or  title 
are  not  protected  unless  they  are  solely  or  exclusively  evidence 
of  it.  Where  a  document  is  or  may  be  evidence  for  or  may 
assist  the  adversary  as  well  as  himself,  he  cannot  withhold  it : 
see  Wigr.  pi.  325:  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  1  M.  &  K.  80 :  Cost'Cr 
V.  Baring,  2  0.  L.  R.  p.  813 :  Stainton  v.  Chadwick,  3  M.  &  G. 
p.  585:  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  1  Ha.  p.  620:  on  app.  1  Ph.  p.  220: 
Collins  V.  Tates,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  p.  161 :  Combe  v.  Corp.  London^ 
1  T.  &  0.  C.  0.  p.  652 :  on  app.  15  L.  J.  Ch.  pp.  82,  83 : 
although  his  own  evidence  may  be  thus  disclosed:  London 
Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Chelsea,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  425—426:  Stain- 
ton  V.  Chadwick,  p.  585.  It  is  not  enough  for  a  man  to  say 
that  such  and  such  documents  are  his  title  deeds :  it  is  no 
ground  for  refusing  their  production  so  far  as  they  may  be 
necessary  to  establish  the  adversary's  case:  A.G.y.  Thompson, 
8  Ha.  p.  113.  The  decision  in  Bolton  v.  Liverpool  considered 
post,  pp.  495,  506,  where  protection  was  extended  to  docu- 
ments for  which  protection  was  apparently  only  claimed  as 
being  documents  evidencing  the  party's  own  title,  has  always 
been  supported  on  the  ground  that  under  the  special  circum- 
stances they  must  be  taken  to  have  been  documents  exclusively 
evidencing  his  title:  see  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  p.  221.  But  see 
as  to  title  deeds  and  other  documents  of  a  defendant  in 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  land,  post,  Pt.  III.  Sect.  I.  (b). 

That  a  document  which  constitutes  evidence  exclusively  of 
the  party's  own  case  or  title  is  protected  is  obvious.  The 
point  which  arises  for  consideration  is  how  the  court  is  to  be 
satisfied  that  the  document  has  that  character  wthout  in- 
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specting  it.  In  Combe  v.  Corp,  London,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  pp. 
650—651,  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C.  laid  down  definite  rules  and 
conditions  (expressly  approved  in  a  recent  case  of  A.  G,  v. 
Hmerson,  10  Q.  B.  D.  191)  applicable  to  the  protection  of  a 
party's  evidences : — "  To  protect  a  defendant  from  discovery 
or  production  of  documents  relating  to  the  subject  of  dispute, 
it  is  not  sufficient  that  it  should  be  evidence  of  his  title,  or 
contain  evidence  that  he  intends  and  is  entitled  to  use  in 
support  of  his  case.  It  may  also  be  of  a  similar  character 
with  regard  to  the  plaintiflE's  case,  either  in  a  directly  affirma- 
tive manner,  or  by  exhibiting  matter  at  variance  with  the 
defence  or  tending  to  impeach  it.  I  do  not*  at  present  refer 
to  the  instances  in  which  a  document  forms  the  common  title, 
or  is  a  subject  of  the  mutual  and  common  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant.  If  it  be  with  distinctness  and  positiveness 
stated  in  an  answer,  that  a  document  forms  or  supports  the 
defendant's  title,  and  is  intended  to  be,  or  may  be,  used  by 
him  in  evidence  accordingly,  and  does  not  contain  anything 
impeaching  his  defence  or  forming  or  supporting  the  plain- 
tift's  title  or  the  plaintiff's  case;  that  document  is,  I  conceive, 
protected  from  production  unless  the  court  sees  upon  the 
answer  itself  that  the  defendant  eironeously  represents  or 
misconceives  its  nature.  But  where  it  is  consistent  with  the 
answer  that  the  document  may  form  the  plaintiff's  title  or 
part  of  it,  may  contain  matter  supporting  the  plaintiff's  title, 
or  the  plaintiff's  case,  or  may  contain  matter  impeaching  the 
defence,  then,  I  apprehend,  the  document  is  not  protected: 
nor,  I  apprehend,  is  it  protected,  if  the  character  ascribed  to 
it  by  the  defendant  is  not  averred  by  him  with  a  reasonable 
and  sufficient  degree  of  positiveness  and  distinctness."  The 
rules  and  conditions  here  laid  down  are  considered  in  detail, 
pasty  Sect.  III. 

There  used  to  be  a  formula  in  very  general  use  in  reference 
to  production  of  documents,  namely  that  in  ordei*  to  entitle 
an  adversary  to  the  production  of  any  (limited  to  title  deeds 
by  some  judges :   see  the  cases  post,  p.  493)  document  he 


*  See  these  documents  confiidered  ante,  Bk.  I.  Ch.  VII. 
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must  show  by  admissions  in  the  party's  answer  that  he  had  an 
interest  in  it ;  Wigr.  pi.  295,  324 :  A,  (?.  v.  Thompson^  8  Ha. 
p.  112.  The  interest  which  he  must  thus  have  shown  was 
defined  to  be  an  interest  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial  of  the 
issue :  Wigr.  pi.  295  and  324  :  (not  an  interest  in  the  nature 
of  property:  see  A.  O.  v.  Thompson^  p.  112 :  as  to  this  see 
ante,  Bk.  I.  Ch.  VII.).  Such  an  expression  therefore  was 
only  equivalent  to  saying  that  the  adversary  must  show  from 
the  answer  that  the  document  was  or  might  be  evidence  which 
might  prove  or  lead  or  assist  him  to  prove  his  case :  see  A.  G, 
V.  Thompson,  p.  112 :  Wigr.  pi.  295.  Now  any  document 
which  is  relevant  may  prim&  facie  so  help  him.  And  the 
question  is,  as  it  was  then,  what  will  be  accepted  by  the  court 
from  the  party  as  sufficient  qualification  of  his  admission  of 
relevancy  so  as  to  justify  it  in  protecting  the  document.  The 
formula  therefore  was  of  no  practical  use  except  as  a  conve- 
nient method  of  expression,  and  is  treated  in  Wigr.  pi.  299, 
as  a  mere  abstract  term.  The  sound  position  from  which  to 
discuss  the  question,  and  which  is  practically  that  adopted  in 
Wigr.  pi.  299,  301,  and  by  him  as  V.  C.  in  Smith  v.  Beaufort, 
1  Ha.  pp.  519—520,  523 — 524  (see  however  jt?os^,  p.  483  n.)  : 
by  Lord  Cottenham,  ibid.  1  Ph.  p.  219  :  by  Lord  Lyndhurst 
in  Combe  v.  Corp.  London,  15  L.  J.  Oh.  p.  83 :  and  see 
Tyler  v.  Drayton,  2  S.  &  S.  pp.  310—311 :  is  this.  The  adver- 
saiy  must  show  from  the  party's  admissions  that  he  has  in 
his  possession  certain  relevant  documents.  The  party  is  then 
prim&  facie  bound  to  produce  them  and  the  onus  is  on  him  to 
show  why  they  should  be  protected.  One  of  the  grounds  on 
which  they  will  be  protected  is  that  laid  down  in  the  above- 
quoted  passage  from  the  judgment  of  Knight  Bruce,  V.  0.  in 
Combe  v.  Corp.  London. 

It  has  been  seen  ante,  p.  246,  that  in  equity  there  was  no 
general  obligation  to  produce  docimients  referred  to  in  the 
pleadings  (that  is  to  say  in  the  bill  or  in  the  answer  in  its 
character  of  the  defence).  The  defendant  would  therefore 
be  protected  from  producing  the  deed  on  which  he  founded 
his  title  :  Sampson  v.  Strettenham,  5  Mad.  16 :  or  which  made 
out  his  own  case  by  destroying  the  plaintiff's  case :  Howard 
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V.  Robimofiy  4  Dr.  p.  626 :  and  see  Tyler  v.  Drayton^  2  S.  &  S. 
309 :  and  ante^  pp.  254, 261 :  (see  now  as  to  discovery  of  the  in- 
strument alleged  to  take  away  the  plaintiff's  title,  Fortescuie 
y.  Fortescue^  post^  p.  490)  :  and  the  court  will  accept  his 
description  of  the  nature  or  effect  of  the  document,  even 
where  there  were  counter-allegations  by  the  plaintiff,  if  he 
properly  negatived  them :  see  ante,  pp.  257 — 260,  and  poatf 
p.  505:  the  only  exception  was  in  respect  of  documents 
falling  within  the  rule  of  Hardman  v.  Ullames,  see  ante^  p.  251. 
See  as  to  documents  referred  to  in  the  bill,  ante,  p.  246.  See 
as  to  the  present  practice  in  respect  of  documents  referred  to 
in  the  pleadings,  ante,  p.  244. 

See  Wasney  t.  Tempett,  9  Beay.  407,  where  a  deed,  nnder  which  the  defen- 
dant asserted  in  his  answer  that  his  father,  through  whom  the  plaintiff 
claimed,  was  only  tenant  for  life  and  he  himself  tenant  in  tail,  was  protected: 
Olover  v.  ITallf  anU^  p.  254,  where  the  uses  of  the  deed  were  set  for&,  and 
this  was  held  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  plaintiff^s  allegations :  Flunket  v. 
Cavendish,  1  R.  &  M.  713 :  JFiUon  v.  Forster,  M'Cl.  &  Y.  274,  where  produc- 
tion was  refused  of  a  deed  described  as  relating  to  property  of  which  the 
testator  was  tenant  in  tail  and  not  to  property  of  which  he  was  tenant  in  fee, 
which  was  the  case  put  forward  by  the  plaintiff :  see  further  as  to  this  case, 
poity  p.  610. 

See  also  the  oases  dted,  ani4,  p.  261  to  p.  263. 


II.  As  to  Doctiments  which  relate  to  the  Party*a  own  Case  or 
Title,  but  do  not  constitute  Evidence  of  it. 

A  document  may  be  evidence  for  the  adversary  though  not 
for  the  party  himself,  or  it  may  be  evidence  for  neither  party, 
for  production  of  documents  is  not  (see  ante,  pp.  183 — 185) 
confined  to  documents  which  may  be  used  in  evidence.  It 
is  difficult  to  see  how  such  documents  can  be  brought  within 
the  language  in  which  the  conditions  of  protection  were  laid 
down  by  Knight  Bruce,  V.  0.  in  the  passage  cited  above. 
The  question  which  arises  for  consideration  is  whether  and 
to  what  extent  documents  not  constituting  evidence  of  the 
party's  title  or  case  but  only  relating  to  it  and  containing 
nothing  impeaching  it  or  forming  or  supporting  the  adver- 
sary's title  or  case  are  protected  and  how  far  the  party's  oath 

D.  II 
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to  this  effect  is  accepted.    The  conclusions  arrived  at  in  the 
following  pages  may  be  thus  stated : — 

(a)  It  is  not  sufficient  to  say  of  an  admittedly  relevant 
document  that  it  will  not  (either  directly  by  supporting  it  or 
indirectly  by  impeaching  his  own  case  or  title)  prove  or  assist 
or  tend  to  prove  or  assist  the  adversary's  case  or  title : 

(b)  It  is  not  sufficient  to  say  of  an  admittedly  relevant 
document  that  it  exclusively  relates  to  the  party's  own  case 
or  title : 

(c)  It  is  sufficient  to  make  the  combined  assertions  (a)  and 
(b).  If  such  an  assertion  is  made  respecting  a  document,  it 
seems  that  the  court  will  protect  it  equally  with  a  document 
constituting  evidence  for  the  party.  The  only  case  which 
seems  to  draw  any  distinction  is  Peile  v.  Stoddarty  cited  post, 
p.  485 :  see  also  a  common  law  case  Hunt  v.  Hemtt,  cited 
poaty  p.  512  :  and  see  Combe  v.  City  of  London^  posty  p.  496. 


(a)  See  ante. 

It  seems  clear  that  where  a  party  admits  a  document  to  be 
relevant  to  the  matters  in  question  his  assertion  that  it  will 
not  (whether  directly  or  indirectly  as  above)  prove  or  assist 
the  adversary's  case  is  not  sufficient  to  protect  it  (see  as  to 
documents  asserted  to  be  irrelevant  to  the  particular  issue, 
antcy  p.  186),  unless  he  goes  farther  and  says  either  that  it 
evidences  his  own  title  or  case  and  consequently  evidences  it 
exclusively,  or  that  it  relates  exclusively  to  it.  There  is  it-is 
believed  no  modem  case  in  equity  in  which  the  oath  of  the 
party  as  to  the  effect  of  a  document  admitted  to  be  relevant 
to  the  issue  in  its  bearing  on  that  issue  has  been  accepted 
unless  accompanied  by  an  assertion  either  that  it  is  evidence 
of  his  own  case  or  that  it  exclusively  relates  to  it. 

<<  An  admiBsioii  in  general  terms  that  the  docnments  in  the  schedule  are 
relevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case  throws  upon  the  defendant  who  makes  that 
admission  the  onus  of  excusing  himself  from  produdug  the  documents  in  the 
schedule.  The  answer  in  this  case  admits  that  the  documents  in  the  schedule 
are  relevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  that  admifision  taken  alone  wiU 

Srim&  facie  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  inspect  them  (citing  Storey  v.  Lermox^  1  H. 
:  C.  626  :  1  Keen,  6A 1 :   Tyhr  v.  Drayton,  2  S.  &  S.  809  :  XeetomY.  Clarkaon, 
C.  P.  Ck>op.  p.  93) :  and  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  where  doomnents  in 
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the  defendant's  possession  aie  admitted  to  be  relevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case,* 
the  plaintiff  and  not  the  defendant  has  a  ri^ht  to  judge  for  himself  of  the 
materiality  of  such  relevant  documents :  and  that  a  sugg^estion  in  the  answer 
that  the  relevant  documents  will  not  prove  the  plaintiff *8  case  is  not  alone  an 
answer  to  a  motion  for  their  production : "  Wig^ram,  V.  0.  in  Smith  t.  BeaU' 
fort  J  1  Ha.  p.  519.  See  also  a  passage  in  Lord  Hatherley's  judgment  in 
Mansell  ▼.  Feeney,  cited  ante,  p.  188.  See  passages  to  the  same  effect  and 
enforcing  the  same  doctrines  in  Smith  y.  Beaufort,  1  Ph.  pp.  219 — 220  (Lord 
Gottenham) :  Goodall  t.  Little,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  pp.  161—162  (Lord  Granworth) : 
Newton  v.  Beresford,  1  Y.  p.  381  (Lord  Lyndhurst) :  "Wigr.  K.  300. 


*  The  learned  author  in  his  book  is  not  always  consistent  in  the  use  which 
he  makes  of  the  expression  **  plaintiff's  case  "  :  in  some  places  treating  an 
admission  of  relevancy  to  the  plaintiff's  case  merely  as  equivalent  to  an  ad- 
mission of  gfeneral  relevancy  to  the  matters  in  question,  in  other  places  giving 
it  a  more  restricted  signification.  And  this  is  especially  noticeable  in  con- 
nection with  the  subject  of  the  production  of  documents.  In  Pi.  299  he  re- 
gards an  admission  of  relevancy  to  the  plaintiff's  case  alone  as  entitling  a 
Slaintiff  to  an  order  for  production  ....  unless  from  the  nature  of  the 
ocuments  themselves  (e,  g,  gfeneral  title  deeds  or  that  they  are  the  defen- 
dant's evidence)  there  is  ground  f6r  inferring,  notwithstanding  their  rele- 
vancy, that  the  plaintiff  has  no  interest  in  them,  regarding  therefore  docu- 
ments which  are  the  defendant's  evidences  (that  is  to  say  exclusively  his 
evidences)  as  being  relevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case :  and  so  in  Smith  v.  BeaU" 
fort,  ante,  though  subsequently  in  his  judgment  he  seems  to  use  it  in  the 
narrower  sense  when  em^asizing  the  particular  admissions  made :  see  further 
as  to  the  case,  poet,  p.  606.  In  Fl.  314,  on  the  other  hand  he  says  that  the 
rule  that  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  the  judge  of  the  effect  of  evidence  applies 
only  to  those  cases  in  which  an  admission  of  the  relevancy  of  the  documents 
to  the  plaintiff's  case  has  g^ven  the  latter  a  right  to  call  for  their  production, 
that  such  an  admission  is  incompatible  with  a  denial  by  the  defendant  of 
that  case,  and  necessarily  supposes  an  admission  to  some  extent  of  the  plain- 
tiff's case ;  he  suggests  in  ilhutration  a  general  charge  by  the  plaintiff  that 
such  and  such  conveyances  were  obtained  by  fraud  and  further  that  the  de- 
fendant had  documents  relating  to  the  preparation  of  these  conveyances 
whereby  the  truth  of  the  charge  would  appear.  If,  he  argues,  the  defendant 
denies  the  fraud  he  denies  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  the  relevancy  of  the  docu- 
ments to  the  plaintiff^  case  is  of  necessity  excluded  by  that  denial.  This 
way  of  treating  the  question  seems  unsound.  The  issue  is  whether  the  con- 
veyances were  obtained  by  fraud  or  not.  The  documents  g^ve  the  history  of 
their  preparation  and  are  therefore  relevant  to  this  issue.  The  defendant 
may  deny  the  fraud,  but  the  documents  are  not  thereby  deprived  of  their  re- 
levancy to  the  issue :  and  can  only  be  protected  as  constituting  solely  his 
own  evidence.  Later  PL  314,  316,  403  the  learned  author  inclines  rather  to 
this  view ;  for  he  considers  that,  by  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  allegation  that 
the  documents  would  show  the  fraud,  their  defensive  character  is  preserved : 
see  ante,  pp.  267—260,  wApoet,  p.  505,  as  to  the  effect  of  negativing  charges 
made  by  the  adversary  against  the  party's  documents:  and  see  ante,  pp.  11 
— 13,  as  to  referring  we  relevancy  of  discovery  to  a  party's  case  and  not  the 
matters  in  question :  and  anU,  p.  182,  and  pwi,  p.  500,  as  to  the  old  form 
of  admission  of  relevancy,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  matters  mentioned  in  the 
bilL 
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(b)  See  antey  p.  482. 

It  seems  equally  clear  that  it  is  not  enough  to  say  of  an 
admittedly  relevant  document  that  it  exclusively  relates  to  the 
party's  own  case  or  title. 

There  is  no  case  in  equity  in  which  it  has  ever  been  ex- 
pressly held  sufficient.  And  in  Bmtroa  v.  White^  cited  antey 
p.  417,  where  protection  was  claimed  for  correspondence  with 
agents  (containing  mere  matter  of  opinion,  p.  427)  as  relating 
only  to  the  plaintiffs'  and  not  to  the  defendants'  case,  there 
being  no  assertion  (and  it  seems,  see  Bewicke  v.  Grahamy  7 
Q,,  B.  D.  p.  401,  that  no  such  assertion  could  with  truth  have 
been  made)  to  the  effect  that  the  documents  did  not  impeach 
the  plaintiffs'  or  support  the  defendants'  case,  production  was 
ordered.  See  also  the  conditions  of  protection  laid  down  in 
Oreemcood  v.  Greenwoody  posty  p.  486,  and  generally  jt?o«^  (c). 

See  also  Felkin  v.  Herberty  cited  antey  p,  395,  and  posty 
p.  501. 

In  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  it  was  suggested  that  it  was  sufficient 
for  a  defendant  in  an  ejectment  action  to  say  that  the  docu- 
ments related  solely  to  his  own  title,  but  see  as  to  this  posty 
p.  520. 

The  expression  is  also  used  in  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  15,  but  only 
in  reference  to  documents  which  may  be  used  by  the  party  in 
evidence,  and  as  a  means  of  escaping  the  penalty  of  not  being 
allowed  to  use  them  in  default  of  production,  not  as  consti- 
tuting in  itself  an  absolute  ground  of  protection  from  pro- 
duction :  see  antCy  pp.  243 — 245. 


ft  -     - 

point  of  view  the  adversary  would  not  be  entitled  to  production 
of  a  document  relating  exdufiively  to  the  partv's  own  title  or  case.  And  in 
fact  it  is  so  laid  down  both  generally  as  to  discovery :  Wigr.  PI.  346,  875 : 
and  see  Hare,  p.  6:  and  particularly  in  respect  of  documents:  Wigr.  PI. 
304,  321,  373,  386.  And  though  in  many  places,  Wiarr.  PI.  292,  299,  314, 
333,  and  see  Hare,  pp.  183,  186,  the  documents  under  consideration  are 
oaUed  the  party's  evidences  it  does  not  seem  that  it  is  intended  to  confine  this 
expression  to  documents  that  are  strictly  evidence :  see  for  instance  Wigr. 
PL  373.    And  in  amith  v.  Beaufort,  1  Ha.  pp.  620,  522,  Wigram,  V.  0.  oon- 


*  It  has  been  pointed  out  antCf  p.  483  n.  that  the  learned  author  is  not 
alwavs  consistent  in  the  way  in  wnich  he  uses  the  expression  *' discovery 
relating  to  the  plaintiff's  case." 
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dders  that  where  a  docament  relates  exclusiTely  to  the  party's  erwn  case  he 
maj  withhold  it.  See  as  to  the  common  law  practice  in  this  respect  under 
the  G.  L.  P.  Acta  post f  Sect.  IV.  and  in  particular  ITunt  v.  Hewitt  cited  jpo«^, 
p.  6li; 

In  PeiU  T.  Stoddarty  1  M.  &  G.  192,  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence 
to  an  action  at  law  to  recover  upon  an  alleg^  contract  to  grant  an  annuity, 
protection  was  claimed  for  (among  other  documents)  letters  passing  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  being  or  containing  the  evidence  on  which  the 
plaintiff  intended  mainly  to  rely  in  the  action,  and  as  not  containing  any 
evidence  tending  to  support  the  defendant's  pleas,  and  as  not  material  to  hu 
case.  Lord  Gottenham  distinguished  between  the  letters  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  and  those  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  on  the  ground 
that  the  former  would  be  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  and  not  for  the  defendant, 
while  the  latter  would  be  evidence  for  the  defendant  and  not  for  the  plaintiff: 
that  the  defendant  was  clearly  not  entitled  to  see  what  he  had  written  to  the 
plaintiff :  as  to  the  latter  that  the  charge  and  admission  of  relevancy  was  not 
to  the  contract,  which  was  the  sole  poiut  at  issue  in  the  action,  but  only  to 
the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill,  and  therefore  he  was  bound  to  give  effect 
to  the  plaintiff's  objection  that  they  related  only  to  his  own  title  {aee  as  to 
anv  difltinction  between  a  document  constituting  and  not  constituting  a 


484,     At  bottom  of  page. 

It  should  be  observed  that,  as  pointed  out  pody  p.  494,  the 
question  is  not  whether  a  document  which  in  fact  exclusively 
relates  to  the  party's  own  case  or  title  is  protected,  but  what 
specific  and  unambiguous  assertions  the  Court  requires  the 
party  to  make  concerning  a  document  which  it  cannot  look 
at  in  order  to  be  satisfied  that  the  document  contains  nothing 
which  will  assist  the  adversary. 


case  protection  was  extended  to  a  bundle  of  documents 
without  any  description  of  or  clue  to  what  kind  of  documents 
they  were,  but  said  to  relate  solely  to  the  defendants'  case 
and  not  to  the  plaintiffs'  case  and  not  to  tend  to  support  it 
nor  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  information  and  belief  (see 
as  to  this  pod^  p.  502)  to  contcdn  anything  impeaching  his 
own  case :  see  this  case  further  discussed  ;poHt^  p.  488.  See 
also  Bulman  v.  Young^  31  W.  R*  766,  cited  post^  p.  504,  where 
a  letter  was  protected  on  this  ground.  See  also  Bustroa  v. 
WJiitey  antCy  p.  484 :  and  Martin  v.  Biitchard,  cited  ante^ 
p.  405,  where  apparently  no  notice  was  taken  of  a  claim  to 
protection  on  this  ground,  the  only  question  being  whether 
they  came  within  the  doctrine  of  legal  professional  privilege. 
The  assertion  will  of  course  only  be  accepted  where  it  is 
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in  aooordance  with  the  subordinate  conditions  laid  down  by 
Knight  Bruce,  V.  0.  (see  antcy  p.  479,  and  postf  Sect.  III. 
where  they  are  discussed). 

In  A.  O.  V.  Emersonj  10  Q.  B.  D.  191,  the  language  in 
which  Eiiight  Bruce,  V.  0.  laid  down  the  rule  (see  ante^ 
p.  497)  was  adopted,  and  at  p.  198  Baggallay,  L.  J.  ex- 
pressly calls  attention  to  the  condition  that  the  documents 
must  support  the  party's  own  title  and  must  be  intended  to 
be  or  may  be  used  in  evidence  (as  to  which  e&Qpoatj  p.  492). 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  such  a  document  would  not 
have  been  protected  in  equity.  Neither  in  Ooodall  v.  Little 
(where  however  there  was  only  (see  ante^  pp.  156,  189)  the 
general  assertion  that  thereby  the  truth  of  the  matters  in  the 
bill  would  not  appear),  nor  in  Mansell  v.  Feemy,  nor  in  Smith 
V.  Beaufort  (cited  antCy  pp.  480,  483),  was  there  any  such 
assertion  of  exclusive  relevance :  and  in  the  last  case  at  all 
events  it  was  obvious  (see  this  case  discussed  post,  p.  506,  and 
see  also  Harris  v.  Harris,  Cannock  v.  Jauncey,  and  Mansell  v. 
Feeney,  cited  post,  p.  507)  from  particular  admissions  that 
some  of  the  documents  did  not  relate  exclusively  to  his  own 
title  or  case.  The  following  observations  may  however  be 
made: — 


In  Greenwood  y.  Greenwood,  6  W.  B.  p.  119,  Kindersley,  V.  0.  said  that 
there  were  two  mlee  as  to  which  there  was  no  dispute :  one  that  when 
documents  were  scheduled  it  was  assumed  that  thej  were  relevant  in  some 
way  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit :  another  rule  was  that  if  the 
defendant  scheduled  certain  documents  sayiug'  that  those  documents  related 
exclusively  to  his  own  case,  did  not  relate  to  the  plaintiffs  case,  and  con- 
tained nothing  to  defeat  the  case  of  the  defendant,  the  court  gave  credit  to 
that  statement  and  would  not  order  production  unless  (as  to  this  see  pott, 
p.  603)  it  saw  that  the  effect  was  misrepresented.  And  in  many  cases  pro- 
tection was  claimed  in  this  form  (see  for  instance  Boyd  v.  Peirie,  cited  pott, 
p.  494 ;  Minet  v.  Morgan,  cited  poaty  p.  494 :  Owen  v.  Wynne,  cit^  /m«<» 
p.  494) :  but  in  every  case  either  each  document  was  individuaUy  specified, 
or  their  general  nature  was  stated  (see  post,  p.  490) :  it  could  therefore  be 
seen  from  the  description  whether  they  were  such  as  could  constitute  evi- 
dence for  the  party,  and  a  document  oonstituting  evidence  for  and  relating 
exclusively  to  the  party's  case  or  title  cannot  but  be  a  document  exclusively 
evidencing  it.  And  in  fact,  so  far  as  it  is  possible  to  judgfe,  the  documents 
for  which  protection  was  so  claimed  were,  except  in  the  cases  cited  pott, 
documents  of  this  character. 

It  may  also  be  noted  that  although  in  some  cases  (for  instance  Feile  v. 
Stoddartf  ante,  p.  485,  and  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  pott,  p.  506)  among  the  docu- 
ments for  whicn  protisction  has  been  claimed  on  grounds  of  this  kind  have 
been  documents  tor  which  protection  has  also  been  claimed  on  the  ground  of 
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profeesional  privilege,  there  is  no  case*  p>ut  see  Zletcellyn  t.  Baddslev^ 
oited  ante,  p.  410)  in  which  protection  on  these  grounds  has  been  expresdy 
allowed  or  refused  to  documents  lying  on  the  border  line  of  professional 
privilege,  for  instance  communications  between  co-defendants  or  with  un- 
professiona]  agents. 

In  Smith  V.  Beaufort,  already  referred  to,  Lord  Gottenham  draws  atten- 
tion to  the  alternative  form  in  which  protection  was  claimed  "  evidencing  or 
relating,"  and  says,  p.  220,  that  no  production  was  asked  for,  of  any  docu- 
ments exdusiyely  evidencing  the  party's  titie  but  of  those  under  the  second 
branch  of  the  alternative,  those  namely  which  related  both  to  his  titie  and  to 
the  matters  charg^  in  the  bill  and  did  not  exclusively  evidence  the  defen- 
dant's title :  see  further  pott,  p.  606  as  to  this  case. 

In  Zloyd  v.  Purvis,  6  W.  B.  607,  where  there  was  some  doubt  whether  the 
actual  expression  used  in  the  affidavit  was  ''relating  to  or  showing  or 
tending  to  show  their  title  exclusively"  or  "  relating  to  and  showing,  &c.," 
Kiudersley,  V.  0.  seems  to  have  considered  that  the  former  was  evasive 
though  there  was  a  denial  that  they  showed  or  tended  to  show  any  right  or 
title  in  the  defendants,  and  at  p.  421  he  says  (on  the  supposition  that  the 
latter  form  had  been  used)  that  the  documents  were  the  plaintifTs  evidence 
and  Bhowed  his  titie.  Although  howeyer  the  latter  form  was  the  more  com- 
mon (see  for  instance  Sarp  y.  Lloyd,  oited  post,  p.  609)  the  former  was  used 
in  Greenvood  t.  Greenwood  before  the  same  judge  and  see  his  judgment  in 
that  case  cited  ante,  p.  486.    See  also  FHle  t.  Stoddart,  ante,  p.  485. 


m.  The  Application  of  the  Mules  and  Conditions  laid  down  in 
Combe  v.  Corp.  London  to  Documents  as  well  evidencing 
as  only  relating  to  the  Tarty* s  Case  or  Title. 

These  rules  and  conditionB  have  been  set  out  ante,  p.  479. 

It  has  been  seen  in  Section  II.  that  documents  not  in  them- 
selves constituting  evidence  for  the  party  cannot  be  brought 
within  the  language  in  which  those  rules  and  conditions  are 
laid  down ;  but  that  according  to  the  authorities  a  document 
which  the  party  swears  to  relate  exclusively  to  his  own  case 
or  title  and  in  effect  to  contain  nothing  impeaching  it  or 
tending  to  support  the  adversary's  title  is  equally  protected 
with  a  document  sworn  to  evidence  his  own  case  or  title  and 
to  contain  nothing  impeaching  it  or  tending  to  support  the 
adversary's  title. 

*  In  GoodaU  t.  Little,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  166,  documents  on  the  border  line  of 
the  rule  of  professional  privilege  were,  as  was  then  (see  Mantell  t.  Feeney,  2 
J.  &  H.  p.  318,  referring  to  Harris  y.  Harris,  3  Ha.  360)  necessary,  included 
among  the  documents  covered  by  the  assertion  that  thereby  the  truth  of  the 
matters  in  the  biU  would  not  appear  and  protection  on  this  ground  was 
claimed  for  them  in  argument,  but  of  course,  see  ante,  p.  189,  refused.  In 
Chartered  Bank  of  India  v.  Rich,  a  common  law  case,  cited  post,  p.  612,  pro- 
tection was  claimed  partially  for  such  documents  as  not  supporting  the 
opponent's  case:  but  allowed  apparentiy  without  any  reference  to  thia 
ground. 
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In  illnfitrating  the  application  of  these  rules  and  conditions 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  separately  these  two  classes  of 
documents.  These  rules  and  conditions  (except  those,  the 
subjects  of  sub-sects,  (c)  and  (d)  post,  which  are  obviously 
inapplicable  to  documents  not  constituting  evidence,  and  ex- 
cept that,  the  subject  of  sub-sect,  (b)  post^  which  it  is  conceived 
unnecessary  in  the  case  of  documents  constituting  evidence) 
are  as  binding  in  all  respects  in  the  case  of  the  one  dass  as 
the  other. 

(a)  As  to  whether  any  Description  general  or  individual  of  the 

Documents  is  necessary. 

According  to  Beuncke  v.  Orahaniy  pasty  no  description  at  all 
either  of  the  documents  individually  or  of  their  general 
nature  (except  for  the  purpose  of  identification,  see  post, 
p.  491,  and  ante,  p.  227)  is  necessary.  Some  reference  how- 
ever seems  advisable  to  other  cases  on  the  point.  If  the 
doctrines  now  under  consideration  were  applicable  only  to 
documents  constituting  evidence  for  the  party  holding  them 
it  might  be  that  the  court  would  require  to  be  satisfied  by 
some  description  of  the  documents  that  they  possess  that 
character  before  accepting  the  party's  statement  as  to  their 
effect  in  exclusively  evidencing  his  own  title  or  case:  so  if 
there  be  any  distinction  between  documents  constituting  and 
those  not  constituting  evidence  for  the  party,  as  to  which  see 
ante  and  ante,  p.  482. 

Betoicke  v.  Graham,  7  Q.  B.  D.  400,  considered  vdth  re- 
ference to  Jones  V.  Monte  Video  Oas  Co.  5  Q.  B.  D.  556  and 
Taylor  v.  Batten,  4  Q,.  B.  D.  85  :— 

In  Jieusicke  v.  Graham  protection  was  extended  to  documents  numbered 
and  tied  up  in  a  bundle  without  any  deBcription,  but  said  to  relate  solely  to 
the  defendants'  case  and  not  to  the  plaintiff *b  case,  and  not  to  tend  to  support 
it  nor  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  information  and  belief  to  contain  any- 
thing impeaching  their  case. 

The  decision  (Williams,  J.  diss,  in  the  court  below)  was  rested,  see 
pp.  406,  407,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  distinction  between  the  effect 
ox  the  statement  on  oath  that  documents  are  irrelevant  to  the  action,  and  the 
statement  that  they  relate  solely  to  the  party's  own  case,  that  Jones  t.  Monte 
Video  had  established  the  conclusiveness  of  a  statement  of  the  first  kind,  and 
therefore  a  statement  of  the  second  was  equaUv  conclusive,  that,  pp.  408, 
410,  the  applicant  was  bound  by  the  affidavit  if  the  documents  were  suffi- 
ciently identified  to  enable  production  to  be  ordered  if  necessary,  that, 
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pp.  409,  410,  411,  412,  Taylor  y.  Batten  establiBhed  this  form  of  desoriptioii 
as  8ufB.oient  for  the  purpose  of  identification.* 

The  gfrounds  on  whioh  the  decision  was  based  seem  open  to  the  following 
observations.  As  regards  Jonet  v.  Monte  Video,  although  no  doubt  the  decision 
was  to  the  effect  (see  this  case  and  the  principles  there  laid  down  considered, 
ante,  p.  214)  that  the  affidavit  must  be  taken  as  true,  it  could  obviously  only 
be  of  application  to  statements  therein  which  could  be  regarded  for  this 
purpose  as  statements  of  fact,  and  the  point  what  were  statements  of  fact 
for  this  purpose  was  never  touched  upon.  It  cannot  be  suggested  that  a 
statement  as  to  the  effect  of  a  document  is  a  pure  statement  of  fact.  And 
although  a  statement  implied  or  direct  of  irrelevancy  which  in  many  cases 
may  involve  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact,  see  ante,  pp.  161,  188,  must, 
according  to  Jones  v.  Monte  Video,  and  according  to  settled  equity  prac- 
tice, be  accepted  as  conclusive  (and  so  also  the  bare  description  of  a  aocu- 
ment,  see  post,  p.  490,  referring  to  a  passage  in  Hare),  and  therefore  maybe 
considered  as  having  been  regarded  for  this  purpose  as  a  statement  of  fact, 
there  has  always  been  recog^nized  in  equity  the  widest  distinction  of  prin- 
ciple between  the  question  whether  such  and  such  a  document  is  relevant  to 
the  matters  in  issue,  and  the  question  what  is  the  tendency  of  a  document, 
admitted  to  be  relevant,  in  its  bearing  upon  those  matters  :  see  for  instance 
Hare,  p.  230 :  ManeellY,  Feeney,  cited  an^^,  p.  483.  In  particular  whereas  the 
onus  is  on  the  party  seeking  inspection  to  show  by  the  admissions  of  his 
adversary  that  a  document  is  relevant,  the  onus  is  on  the  adversary  to  show 
that  the  admittedly  relevant  document  should  be  protected  from  production  : 
see  also  ante,  p.  230. 

The  decision  in  Taylor  y.  Batten,  and  more  particularly  the  following  pas- 
sage from  the  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.  pp.  87,  88,  in  that  case,  lends  how- 
ever considerable  authority  to  the  conclusion  come  to  by  the  court  in  Bewieke 
y.  Graham  as  to  the  absence  of  any  necessity  for  description : — *'  Then  let  us 
see  whether  further  identification  is  required  if  there  is  an  objection  to  pro- 
duce the  documents.  We  must  remember  that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  take 
the  affidavit  as  true  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  there  is  some  reason  on  the 
face  of  it  why  it  cannot  be  relied  on.  The  affidavit  is  sufficient  if  the  docu- 
ments are  sufficiently  identified.  But  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  be  put  in  such  a  position  as  to  test  the  truth  of  the  affidavit  by  the 
description  of  the  documents.  That  however  is  in  our  opinion  erroneous. 
The  only  (qu.  **only,"  see  ante,  p.  224)  object  of  the  affidavit  is  to  enable 
the  court  to  order  the  documents  to  be  produced  if  it  think  fit  to  make  an 
order  to  that  effect :  and  if  words  are  used  which  if  true  protect  the  docu- 
ments, no  further  particularity  is  necessary  than  in  the  case  of  documents 
for  which  protection  is  not  claimed:"  and  after  observing  in  reference  to 
Forteseue  y.  Forteseue,  cited  post,  p.  490,  that  a  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled 
to  a  detailed  schedule  showing  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  title  deeds  he 
says :  "  the  principle  of  our  decision  is  that  the  object  of  the  affidavit  is  to 
enable  the  court  to  make  an  order  for  the  production  of  the  documents  men- 
tioned in  it  if  the  court  thinks  fit  so  to  do,  and  that  a  description  of  the 
documents  which  enables  production  if  ordered  to  be  enforced  is  sufficient  :** 
(see  also  ante,  p.  227).  The  documents  the  subject  of  the  decision  were  it 
may  be  noted  not  documents  of  the  kind  now  being  considered,  but  docu- 
ments letters  and  correspondence  passing  between  the  party  and  his  legal 
advisers  with  a  view  to  his  defence,  and  instructions  to  and  opinions  of 
counsel. 

luA.  0.  y.  Emerson,  10  Q.  B.  D.  191,  where  Bewieke  v.  Oraham  was  referred 


*  It  may  be  noted  that  it  was  considered  that  if  necessary  the  decision 
might  be  based  upon  the  discretion  conferred  upon  the  court  by  rule  14. 
But  qu.  whether  in  such  a  case  any  discretion  could  legitimately  be  exer- 
cised after  the  interpretation  put  upon  that  rule  in  Bustros  v.  }Vhite,  see 
mUe,  p.  152. 
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to,  Bee  pott,  p.  491,  it  ahoxild  be  obeerved  that  (p.  197)  the  form  of  proieotioii 
upon  which  the  arguments  and  judgments  were  based,  was  that  laid  down 
in  Combe  v.  Corporation  of  London  (see  ante,  p.  479),  and  not,  as  stated  on 
p.  193  in  the  report,  upon  the  form  in  Bewieke  t.  Graham  :  it  was  only  an 
assertion  in  that  form  that  was  considered  by  Brett,  L.  J.  p.  204,  to  be  oon- 
cdnsive,  where  the  oourt  did  not  see  that  tlhe  nature  of  the  doooments  had 
been  misoonceiYed :  that  is  to  say  there  would  be  the  party's  oath  that  the 
documents  were  such  as  constituted  his  eridenoe :  see  ante,  p.  486. 

Other  cases  and  authorities. 

In  early  times  in  equity  the  documents  would  always  seem  to  have  been 
individually  described :  see  for  instance  Lazarta  v.  Morley,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1119. 
And  in  many  cases,  such  for  instance  as  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  cited  post,  p.  506, 
Knight  v.  Waterford,  cited  post,  p.  507,  documents  all  made  the  subject  of 
the  same  assertion  were  distinguished,  production  being  ordered  of  some  and 
not  of  others. 

The  more  recent  {jractice  has  been  (see  ante,  p.  229)  to  group  them  or  tie 
them  up  in  bundles  with  a  general  description  of  their  nature :  see  for  instance 
Owen  V.  Wynne,  9  Gh.  D.  29 :  but  see  A.  G,  v.  Emerson,  10  Q.  B.  D.  191, 
where  a  full  list  seems  to  have  been  given :  see  also  KetiUweU  v.  Barstow, 
post,  p.  622. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  in  Wigfr.  PI.  318,  after  investigating  the  limits 
within  which  and  the  conditions  under  which  the  party's  oath  may  be 
accepted,  is  that  the  party  must  give  the  court  the  best  means  of  judging 
the  truth  of  what  he  swears  to  short  of  that  discovery  which  he  desires  to 
withhold,  and  that  a  mere  general  assertion  that  all  the  documents  in  his 
possession  evidence  exclusively  his  own  case  without  describing  them  might 
not  perhaps  in  some  cases,  though  in  others  it  clearly  would  be,  sufficient, 
but  that  a  description  of  the  documents  coupled  with  such  an  averment  would 
probably  in  all  cases  be  sufficient  unless  from  the  nature  of  the  documents  or 
other  circumstances  appearing  in  the  answer  the  court  found  reason  for  dis- 
crediting the  answer,  or  refusmg  to  g^ve  effect  to  it. 

8o  Mr.  Hare  in  Hare,  pp.  230 — 232  considers  that  some  description  of  the 
document  is  necessary  in  order  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  evidence  is  exclu- 
sively the  party's  own,  though  the  description  will  be  assumed  to  be  accurate 
in  point  of  appellation,  as  for  instance  accoimt  books,  receipts,  correspondence 
with  specified  persons:  and  see  ante,  p.  231. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  detailed  schedule  showing  the  nature  of  a 
party's  title  deeds :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Taylor  v.  Batten,  4  Q.- B.  D.  p.  89,  (and 
see  ante,  p.  231),  disapproving  Forteseue  v.  Forieseue,  contra,  if  that  were  tiie 
effect  of  the  decision  m  that  case.  Forteseue  v.  Forteseue,  34  L.  T.  847,  was 
a  suit  by  the  wife's  heir  against  the  husband's  devisee  for  recovery  of  land 
and  ascertainment  of  boundaries.  The  defendant  in  her  answer  stated  that 
the  husband  died  seised  of  the  lands  which  she  believed  were  conveyed  to  him 
by  the  wife  by  a  deed  of  such  and  such  a  date,  parties  and  effect.  On  excep- 
tions for  not  suffioientiy  setting  forth  the  deed.  Hall,  Y.  G.  held  the  answer 
sufficient,  except  that  she  had  not  answered  whether  the  deed  was  still  in 
operation  or  had  been  revoked.  In  her  affidavit  of  documents  she  objected 
to  produce  a  bundle  of  deeds  .  .  .  relating  exclusively  to  her  own  titie  and 
not  relating  to  tibe  plaintiff's  title  or  tencung  to  support  or  helping  him  to 
make  out  his  case.  It  was  held  insufficient,  the  V.  C.  being  of  opinion  that 
an  affidavit  must  be  useful,  and  that  a  list  in  which  every  deed  was  mentioned 
must  be  given :  and  in  particular  that  the  plaintiff's  title  being  a  minul  fade 
one  must  have  been  displaced  by  some  proper  assurance,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  proper  discovery  of  the  instrument  whic^  would  take  away 
his  title,  whether  it  was  in  the  defendant's  possesion  and  that  a  proper  list 
would  show  that. 

Qu.  what  was  meant  by  a  proper  discovery  of  the  instrument  which  would 
take  away  his  title :  (the  expression  was  referred  to  by  Cotton,  L,  J.  in 
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Taylor  T.  BatUn,  p.  89,  but  without  oomment).  Not  it  is  oonoeived  pxoduo- 
tion :  see  anUj  pp.  254,  481 :  but  see  now  as  to  dooninents  referred  to  in  the 
pleadiDgfs,  ante,  p.  244.  Qn.  whether  anythinff  more  was  meant  than  dis- 
ooverjr  of  the  fact  whether  it  was  in  the  defendant's  possession.  But  if  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  its  production  as  being  exoIusivelY  the  defendant's 
evidenoe,  on  what  ground  oould  he  be  entitied  to  know  whether  or  not  it  was 
in  her  possession :  see  ante,  pp.  474 — 476 :  and  see  pottf  discussing  A.  O. 
T.  Bmeraon, 

In  A.  O.  V.  Emerson,  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  202,  Brett,  L.  J.  in 
reference  to  Betcicke  y,  Graham,  considered  that  where  the 
party  was  not  satisfied  with  the  particularity  of  the  description 
of  the  documents  he  had  a  remedy,  for  he  might  ask  leave 
either  to  interrogate  or  to  require  a  more  accurate  description 
of  the  documents.  It  is  submitted  that  such  a  suggestion  is 
founded  on  a  false  principle.  In  order  to  protect  documents 
admittedly  relevant  the  party  withholding  them  must  satisfy 
the  court  that  they  exclusively  evidence  or  relate  to  his  own 
title  or  case.  What  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  is  another 
question :  but  unless  the  court  is  so  satisfied  production  (or  a 
further  affidavit,  see  ante^  p.  232)  will  be  ordered.  If  how- 
ever the  court  is  satisfied  that  they  ore  of  such  a  character,  it 
is  contrary  to  principle  that  interrogatories  should  be  adminis- 
tered inquiring  of  what  they  consist  or  what  their  nature  or 
contents :  see  ante,  p.  475.  So  far  as  any  description  general 
or  individual  is  necessary  in  the  affidavit  it  is  necessary  not 
for  the  purpose  of  discovering  to  the  adversary  the  nature  or 
contents  of  the  documents :  but  either  for  the  puipose  of  iden- 
tification in  order  to  enable  an  order  for  their  production  to 
be  made  if  proper,  see  ante,  p.  227  :  or  in  order  to  support 
the  daim  to  protection,  see  ante,  p.  230. 


(b)  That  they  exclusively  relate  to  the  Party*s  own  Case  or 

Title. 

This  assertion  is  necessary  in  the  case  of  documents  which 
do  not  constitute  evidence  of  his  case  or  title :  see  ante, 
p.  482. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  in  the  case  of  documents  constituting 
evidence  of  his  case  or  title:  see  ante,  p.  479.     Nor,  it  id 
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conceived,  eyen  if  as  a  matter  of  fact,  or  if  it  were  shown  that, 
the  document  did  relate  to  the  adversary's  case  or  title,  does 
that  entitle  the  adversary  to  see  it  if  it  is  sworn  in  proper 
language  not  to  support  his  case  or  title :  see  Greemcood  v. 
Oreemcood,  6  W.  E.  119 :  Lloyd  v.  Purvis^  ibid,  421 :  nor 
are  Smith  v.  Beaufort  and  other  cases,  post^  pp.  506 — 507, 
when  carefully  considered  opposed  to  such  a  oondusion. 


(c)  That  the  Document  is  intended  to  be  or  may  be  used  by  the 

Party  in  Evidence. 

There  seems  however  to  be  no  necessity  for  this  assertion 
even  on  the  supposition  that  these  doctrines  are  confined  to 
documents  constituting  evidence  as  to  which  see  ante^  p.  486. 
In  no  other  case  is  there  any  suggestion  of  its  necessity,  except 
in  A.  G.  V.  Emerson^  cited  posty  p.  509,  where  (see  in  par- 
ticular, p.  198)  the  form  laid  down  by  Knight  Bruce,  V.  0. 
was  expressly  adopted  :  see  the  various  cases  cited  post, 
pp.  494,  504—510. 

(d)  That  they  form  or  support  the  Party* s  Case  or  Title. 

There  is  no  distinction  of  principle  between  title  deeds  and 
any  other  documents  constituting  evidence  of  a  party's  case 
or  title. 

Title  deeds  constitute  evidence  of  a  title  of  necessity.  There 
are  other  documents  which  may  or  may  not  constitute  evi- 
dence according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 

This  is  the  sole  distinction  for  this  purpose  between  title 
deeds  and  any  other  kind  of  document.  The  former  must  con- 
stitute evidence,  the  latter  may  or  may  not.  If  (see  antCy  p  486) 
the  doctrines  that  are  now  being  considered  were  applicable 
only  to  documents  constituting  evidence,  or  if  there  be  (see 
ante,  p.  482  as  to  this)  any  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
a  document  constituting  and  not  constituting  evidence,  then 
once  let  it  be  assimied  that  a  document  does  so  constitute 
evidence  and  it  becomes  a  proper  subject  for  the  application 
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of  the  rules  under  discussion  equally  with  a  title  deed.  No 
distinction  of  principle  is  recognized  in  Wigr.  PL  324,  or 
Hare,  pp.  194,  195,  between  a  title  deed  and  any  other 
document,  such  as  letters,  &c.,  constituting  evidence.  In 
some  cases.  Knight  v.  Waterford^  2  T.  &  0.  p.  28,  Firkins  v. 
LotcBy  13  Pri.  p.  198,  Collins  v.  Oresley^  2  Y.  &  J.  p.  491, 
Neaie  v.  Latimer,  2  T.  &  0.  p.  262,  Wikon  v.  Foster,  M*OL 
&  T.  p.  275,  they  seem  to  have  been  regarded  as  forming  an 
exception  out  of  the  general  rule  requiring  production  of  aU 
relevant  documents.  Probably  it  arose  from  the  practice  at 
common  law  of  protecting  a  witness  from  producing  his  title 
deeds :  see  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  3  H.  &  N.  pp.  355,  359 :  Avery 
V.  Langford,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  217.  In  Wigr.  PI.  324,  the 
distinction  is  attributed  to  mere  laxity  in  applying  principles 
with  strictness  where  the  documents  were  of  a  less  important 
character. 

See  further  as  to  title  deeds  post,  Part  III.  of  this  Chapter, 
in  reference  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  land. 

The  following  documents  have  been  protected  or  at  all 
events  treated  as  being  the  party's  evidence:  bills  of  exchange 
or  promissory  notes :  see  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool,  1 
Sw.  114,  cited  ante,  p.  248 :  and  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool, 
post,  at  p.  496,  referring  to  it :  and  see  ante,  p.  249 :  but  see 
Gibson  v.  Hewett,  cited  post,  p.  544 :  letters :  see  Peile  v. 
Stoddart,  cited  ante,  p.  485 :  even  accounts  under  some 
circumstances :  see  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool,  3  Sim.  pp.  475, 
477,  479,  489 :  and  see  post,  pp.  495,  496,  506,  discussing 
this  case.  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  Combe  v.  City  of  London,  and 
Combe  v.  Corp,  London:  so  receipts  for  moduses:  see  Tom- 
linson  v.  Lymer,  post,  p.  508. 

Copies  or  extracts  of  documents  constituting  evidence 
would  seem  to  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the  documents 
themselves  :  see  for  instance  Bolton  v.  Corp,  Liverpool,  3  Sim. 
467  :  1  M,  &  K  88  :  Owen  v.  Wynn,  9  Ch.  D.  p.  30. 
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(e)  That  the  Document  contains  nothing  tending  to  support  the 

Adversaries  Case  or  Title. 

Some  negative  assertion  of  this  kind  is  neoessazyin  modem 
practice :  see  Lord  Selbome  in  Minet  y.  Morgan^  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
p.  365,  commenting  on  the  different  practice  at  the  date  of 
Bolton  y.  Corp.  Liverpool  (see  as  to  thisjt?o«^,  p.  495) :  and  see 
antCy  p.  482 :  but  see  Lyell  y.  Kennedy y  posty  p.  520,  where  it 
was  omitted  by  a  defendant  in  ejectment. 


(f)  That  it  does  not  contain  anything  impeaching  his  otcn  Case 

or  Title. 

This  assertion  cannot  prudently  be  omitted  (see  post^  p. 
498,  as  to  any  distinction  between  a  plaintiff  and  defendant). 

It  was  omitted  in  Owm  y.  Wynn^  ante,  p.  287  :  KettUwell  ▼.  Saniow,  pott^ 
p.  622 :  and  BoberU  t.  Oppmheim,  post,  p.  604  :  and  see  post,  p.  620,  as  to 
actions  of  ejectment. 

So  it  was  omitted  hy  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment  in  a  recent  case  (not  reported) 
before  the  0.  A.  Here,  howereri  the  defendant  had  stated  to  the  court  what 
he  expected  to  find  in  the  documents :  and  it  was  held  that,  the  only  ground 
for  the  application  being  that  the  documents  would  show  that  the  plaintifE 
had  no  title,  this  was  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  proposition  laid  aown  as 
to  affirmative  support  bj  Mr.  Hare,  discussed  pogt,  pp.  496,  497.  This 
decision  does  not,  it  is  conceived,  in  snj  way  estoblish  that  a  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  is  not  bound  to  make  tlus  assertion  :  it  rested  on  the  special  facts 
of  the  case,  the  nature  of  the  document  and  the  matter  expected  to  be  found 
therein  being  known :  it  is  in  fact  an  illustration  of  the  view  discusBed  post, 
p.  497,  namely,  that  mere  weaknesses  or  defects  of  evidence  are  not  matters 
impeaching  the  party's  title  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  proposition. 
In  all  these  cases,  as  pointed  out  ante,  pp.  478,  484,  the  question  is  not 
whether  a  document  vmlch  in  fact  exidusivelj  evidences  or  relates  to  the 
party's  own  case  or  title  is  protected,  but  what  unambiguous  assertions  the 
court  requires  the  party  to  make  concaming  a  document  of  which  it  knows 
nothing  m  order  to  be  satisfied  that  it  contains  nothing  to  help  the  adversary. 

The  form  actually  used  in  Minet  v.  Morffan,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  361,  which  in- 
cluded this  assertion  was  recommended  for  adoptbn  by  &e  0.  A.  in  Corp. 
Saetingt  y.  Ivall,  L.  B.  8  Gh.  p.  1021 :  and  see  ^.  G.  y.  Emereon,  poet, 
p.  609,  adopting  the  form  of  protection  laid  down  in  Combe  v.  Corp,  London, 
ante,  p.  479. 

In  Boyd  y.  Petrie,  20  L.  T.  934,  the  plaintiffs  swore  to  the  effect  that  the 
documents  related  exclusively  to  their  own  title  and  olium  and  ^d  not  sup- 
port assist  or  relate  to  the  defendant's  case :  and  it  was  held  tiiat  these  woitls 
did  not  exclude  the  possibility  that  the  documents  might  contain  something 
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impeaching  or  disproving  their  title  or  case  and  so  making  out  or  assisting 
the  defendant's  case  :  for  a  defendant  iu  such  a  case  (impeaching  the  trans- 
fers to  the  phuntifEs  of  certain  mortgages)  had  a  right  to  see  everTthing 
U*n^ing  to  disprove  their  title,  the  defendant's  case  being  that  the  plaintifb 
had  no  case  (see  as  to  any  distinction  between  a  plaintiff  and  defendant,  pott, 
p.  498). 

Where  a  person  departs  from  settled  forms  he  always  comes  to  the  court 
under  a  certain  amount  of  snspioion :  Selwyn,  L.  J.  Und,  p.  904. 

See  as  to  the  meaning  of  matter  "  impeaohing"  a  party's 
ease  the  references  given  poaty  p.  497 :  and  partioularly  where 
the  documents  are  his  own  evidences. 


(1)  The  early  Practice  in  Chancery. 

In  earlj  times  not  onlj  was  it  not  necessary  to  make  an 
assertion  of  this  kind,  but  it  was  not  even  necessary  to  make 
any  negative  assertion  (see  ante  (e) )  at  all,  where  there  were 
no  allegations  by  the  adversary  to  a  contrary  effect,  in  which 
case  of  course  they  must  have  been  met.  There  was  always 
the  denial  that  thereby  the  truth  of  the  matters  charged 
would  appear  to  meet  the  common  form  of  charge  to  this 
effect,  see  ante^  pp.  486,  487  n.  In  that  state  of  the  practice 
therefore  where  there  was  nothing  but  a  statement  to  the 
effect  that  the  documents  evidenced  the  party's  own  title, 
and  no  denial  of  their  contcdning  matter  which  would  im- 
peach or  disprove  his  title  or  support  that  of  the  adversary, 
there  being  no  counter-charge  to  that  effect  by  the  adversary, 
the  position  of  the  parties  in  reference  to  the  production  of 
such  documents  was  not  entirely  satisfactory.  It  would  be 
a  hardship  on  the  party  if  he  were  compelled  to  produce  them 
for  his  adversary  to  pick  holes  in  them :  see  ante^  p.  476 : 
also  Smith  v.  Beavforty  poaty  p.  606 :  and  posty  p.  616 :  or 
to  ascertain  whether  they  contained  anything  tending  to  dis- 
prove his  title:  see  Conibe  v.  Corp.  of  Londony  15  L.  J.  Oh. 
p.  84:  it  would  be  a  hardship  on  the  adversary  not  to  see 
them  if  they  really  contained  matter  which  would  assist  him : 
see  Wigr.  PL  306,  807,  discussing  the  difficulty :  and  see  as 
to  the  common  law  practice,  poaty  p.  611. 

Some  oh  serrations  of  Lord  Brougham  in  Bolton  y.  Corporation  of  Liverpool^ 
a  peculiar  case  of  this  kind  illustrate  the  difficulty.  It  was  an  application 
(by  bill  of  discoYcry)  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  an  action  by  a  corpo- 
ration for  toUs  that  the  corporation  might  be  ordered  to  produce  documents 
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Bwom  by  them  to  eyidence  tbeir  title.  Produotioii  was  refused  both  in  the 
court  below,  3  Sim.  467,  and  on  appeal,  1  M.  &  K.  88.  At  p.  92  Lord 
Brougham  says  (and  see  Fearhon,  J.  in  Corp,  of  Bristol  y.  CoXy  26  Gh.  D. 

S.  684,  citing  it,  but  qu.) :  *'  The  plaintiff  here  (the  defendant  to  the  action) 
oes  not  claun  anything  positiyely  or  affirmatively  under  the  documents  in 
question.  He  only  defends  himself  against  the  claims  of  the  corporation 
and  suggests  that  the  documents  eyidenoing  their  title  may  aid  his  defence. 
How  P  By  proving  his  titie,  he  says.  But  how  can  these  documents  prove 
his  title  ?  Only  by  disclosing  some  defects  in  that  of  the  corporation.  The 
description  of  the  documents  is  that  they  rebut  or  negative  the  plaintiff's 
title:  they  are  the  corporation's  title  not  his,  and  they  are  only  his  nega- 
tively by  failing  to  prove  that  of  the  corporation.  He  rests  on  the  right 
whi(m  he  has  in  common  with  all  mankind  to  be  exempt  from  dues  and  cus- 
toms: and  he  says  *  prove  me  liable  if  you  can.*  The  corporation  have 
certain  documents  which  they  swear  prove  this  liability.  He  cannot  call  for 
these  documents  merely  because  they  may  upon  inspection  be  found  not  to 
prove  his  liability,  and  so  to  help  him  and  hurt  his  adversary  whose  title 
they  are."  And,  referring  to  Frinoets  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool^  1  Sw.  114, 
where  under  special  circumstances  (see  ante^  p.  248)  inspection  was  granted 
by  Lord  Eldon  in  favour  of  the  defendant  of  one  of  two  promissory  notes  on 
which  the  action  against  him  was  brought,  Lord  Brougham,  p.  93,  observes 
that  the  thing  sought  and  in  substance  allowed  to  be  inspected  was  not  any 
matter  collateral  but  the  very  instrument  on  which  the  plaintiff's  title  rested, 
and  which  could  only  be  the  title  of  the  defendant  by  failing  to  support  that 
of  the  plaintiff  ....  and  that  it  could  only  be  of  common  title  by  the  one 
party  setting  it  up  and  the  other  impeaching  it  by  flaws  discoverable  by 
inspection :  (see  antCy  p.  244,  as  to  the  present  practice  in  respect  of  docu- 
ments referred  to  in  the  pleadings  and  ante,  p.  246,  as  to  the  old  chancery 
practice).  See  further  post,  p.  497,  as  to  this  case  in  connection  with  the 
doctrine  of  **  affirmative  support" :  and  also  post  (3)  as  to  the  onus  of 
proof. 

And  so  in  Combe  y.  City  of  London,  4  Y.  &  G.  139,  a  case  of  a  somewhat 
similar  nature,  being  a  bill  by  the  defendant  to  an  action  by  the  dty  to 
establish  a  right  to  take  certain  porterage  fees  for  discovery  and  production 
of  various  documents  disclosed  oy  the  plaintiff's  answer,  the  Lord  Ghief 
Baron,  pp.  158 — 169,  says  in  reference  to  documents  containing  entries  of 
the  amounts  received  by  the  porters  (there  being  no  specific  charge  of 
variation  as  in  Smith  v.  Beauforty  see  post,  p.  606) ;  **  The  constancy  of  the 
usage  may  be  a  very  essential  ingredient  in  support  of  it  and  their  books 
must  prove  the  case  one  wa^  or  the  other.    It  is  dear  therefore  that  the 

Slaintiff  (defendant)  has  no  nght  to  see  the  books  to  ascertain  whether  the 
efendants  (plaintiffs)  have  charged  more  or  less  at  different  times.  That 
is  asking  for  a  discovery  of  the  weaknesses  of  the  adversaries'  titie  and  not 
of  the  strength  of  their  own."  Nor,  p.  166,  did  he  consider  the  defendant 
entitled  to  see  any  documents  evidencing  the  titie  of  the  plaintiffs  in  order 
to  see  how  long  the  usage  had  lasted,  although  there  was  an  allegation  that  it 
had  no  leg^al  origin,  though  otherwise,  see  p.  168,  as  to  documents  not  being 
part  of  their  title  and  showing  possibly  that  at  those  dates  no  such  right  was  in 
existence.  The  same  question  was  subsequentiy  raised  in  chancery :  Comhe 
y.  Corp.  Londotiy  1  Y.  &  G.  G.  G.  631 :  16  L.  J.  Gh.  80  (on  appeal) :  the  same 
claim  being  made  in  respect  of  metage  fees,  and  the  defendant  filing  a  bill 
ior  discovery  and  production  of  the  same  documents,  this  time,  however, 
alleging  that  they  would  show  a  variation,  see  1 6  L.  J.  Gh.  p.  84.  Knight 
Bruce,  V.  G.  applying  the  rule  laid  down  by  him  and  cited  ante^  p.  479, 
ordercKl  production  of  them  on  the  ground,  p.  661,  that  as  to  the  charters 
each  of  them  was  shown  to  contain  matter  which  might  be  rationally  contended 
to  support  the  plaintiff's  case  and  impeach  or  weaken  that  of  the  corporation  (see 
further  posty  pp.  497 — 601),  and  as  to  the  metage  and  other  books  that  he 
could  find  no  positive  statement  anywhere,  that  they  wore  merely  and  exdu- 
sively  (doubting  whether  they  had  been  properly  examined,  see  as  to  this  post^ 
p.  602)  evidence  for  the  corporation,  or  irrelevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case  (see 
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as  to  this  last  x>omt,  ante,  p.  491).    And  his  decision  was  affirmed  on  muoh 
the  same  g^unds  by  Lord  Gottenham  on  apx>eal. 

See  further  as  to  HoUan  y.  Corp.  Liverpool,  Combe  y.  City  of  London^  and 
Combe  y.  Corp.  London,  post,  pp.  606^607. 

The  necessity,  however,  which  now  rests  upon  the  party 
to  make  some  assertion  to  the  efPect  that  his  documents 
contain  nothing  impeaching  his  own  case  or  supporting  the 
adversary's  case  removes  a  great  part  of  the  diflSculty  which 
existed  in  cases  of  that  character  under  the  practice  as  it  then 
was :  for  the  addition  of  an  assertion  of  this  kind  forms  a 
complete  protection  on  the  one  hand,  while  on  the  other  hand 
if  the  party  omits  to  make  it  he  cannot  as  a  rule  escape  pro- 
duction. 

But  although,  this  being  so,  the  observations  of  the  judges 
in  the  above  cases  lose  much  of  their  force  and  application 
they  are  still  of  value  in  considering  the  meaning  of  the 
expression  '^matters  impeaching  or  disproving  the  party's 
own  case."  To  what  extent,  that  is  to  say,  are  defects  in  a 
party's  evidence  matter  impeaching  his  case  and  therefore 
necessitating  the  production  of  the  document  containing  it  P 
(See  2i\aopod  as  to  affirmative  support,  nxApost  (3)  as  to  the 
onus  of  proof.)  And  is  there  any  and  what  distinction 
between  the  obligation  of  a  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this 
respect  P  (as  to  this,  %^post  (2)). 

As  to  "  affirmative  support." 

At  p.  91,  in  Bolton  y.  Corp.  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  K.  88,  Lord  Brougham  lajs  it 
down  that  the  adversary  has  a  right  to  the  production  of  docnments  sustain- 
ing his  own  title  affirmatively ;  and  in  Hare,  pp.  197 — 199,  it  is  laid  down 
as  a  general  proposition  that  the  adversary's  right  to  discovery  of  documents 
whi(£  are  the  evidences  of  the  party  is  limited  to  such  as  affirmatively 
support  his  case,  but  that  this  proposition  does  not  furnish  the  basis  for  a 
general  objection  to  discovery  and  is  therefore  not  applicable  to  other  docu- 
ments (see  ante,  pp.  481 — 487,  as  to  documents  not  eviaencing  the  party's  own 
case),  otherwise  in  a  case  such  as  Bolton  t.  Corp.  Liverpool,  where  the  defen- 
dant relied  on  a  defence  which  no  deeds  could  substantiate  affirmatively, 
namely  his  right  to  import  goods  free  of  tolls,  and  where  in  fact  only  the 
evidences  of  the  corporation  were  protected,  certain  books  of  account  and 
tables  of  duties  being  produced,  he  would  get  no  discovery,  see  pp.  202 — 
203. 

It  is  not,  Mr.  Hare  further  says  at  pp.  197 — 198,  a  sufficient  ground  for 
discoyery  to  insist  that  the  evidence  will  prove  that  the  defendant  has  no 
title  and  that  the  title  will  therefore  devolve  upon  the  plaintiff  as  a  conse- 
quence of  that  failure,  citing  Compton  v.  Grey,  1  Y.  &  J.  p.  157:  (but  in 
this  case  such  a  consequence  was  denied).  He  also  cites  in  illustration  Jtoe 
Y.  Harvey,  4  Burr.  p.  2487,  where  Lord  Mansfield  in  reference  to  ejectment 
actions  said  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  but  upon  the  strength  of  his 
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own  title  and  oould  not  found  his  claim  on  the  weakness  of  the  defendant's 
title,  for  tiiat  l^e  possession  gave  the  defendant  a  right  against  every  man 
who  could  not  show  a  good  title,  and  considers  that  this  is  applicable  to 
every  suit  seeking  to  change  the  right  and  possession  of  property.*  In  cases 
of  that  kind  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  not  entitled  to  discovery  which  only  tends 
to  destroy  the  defendant's  title  without  affirmatively  supporting  his  own : 
see  post  (2).  But  Mr.  Hare's  general  proposition  as  to  affirmative  support, 
unless  it  is  to  be  understood  merely  as  laying  down  that  mere  weaknesses  or 
defects  of  evidence  do  not  necessitate  production  of  the  documents  containing 
tiiem,  is  difficult  to  reconcile  with  A,  G.  t.  Emerson^  and  other  cases  cited 
postf  p.  499.  It  must  be  remembered  that  this  was  at  a  time  when,  see 
anU^  p.  495,  the  practice  was  in  a  somewhat  imsatisfactory  state.  See 
post  (2)  as  to  the  diistinction  in  position  between  a  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
and  post  (3)  as  to  the  onus  of  proof. 


(2)  As  to  the  Distinction  bettceen  a  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  in 
regard  to  this  Assertion  (see  ante  (f),  p.  494). 

The  positions  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  reference  to 
discovery  negativing  their  title  or  case  have  been  considered 
aniCy  p.  467,  in  connection  with  interrogatories.  The  con- 
clusion there  enforced  is  that,  though  in  some  cases,  such  as 
Hoffviann  v.  Postily  there  cited,  the  defendant  is  treated  as 
having  a  peculiar  right  to  discovery  negativing  the  plain- 
tiflE's  case,  either  party,  the  one  as  much  as  the  other,  is 
bound  to  give  such  discovery  where  it  is  a  material  object  of 
the  adversary  to  negative  his  title  or  case :  but  that  whereas 
it  is  nearly  always  a  defendant's  object  to  destroy  or  disprove 
the  plaintiff's  case,  it  is  not  always  a  material  object  with  the 
plaintiff  to  destroy  or  disprove  the  defendant's  case,  as  for 
instance  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  land  or  other  pro- 
perty. 

It  would  follow  from  this  conclusion  that  except  in  the 
cases  where  the  destruction  or  disproof  of  the  party's  title  or 
case  is  not  a  material  object  with  the  adversary,  the  adver- 
sary is  entitled  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant  to  production 
of  documents  impeaching  the  party's  own  title  or  case,  and 
the  party  whether  defendant  or  plaintiff  must,  if  he  would 


*  He  admits  an  exception  to  this  doctrine  of  affirmative  support  in  cases 
such  as  Metcalfe  v.  Harvey ^  and  other  cases  considered  post^  p.  631,  where 
the  defendant  claimiug  no  title  himself  but  being  in  the  position  of  a  stake- 
holder alleges  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  title  having  conveyed  it  away  or 
otherwise. 
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proteot  thenii  deny  that  thej  so  impeaoh  it :  see  further  posty 
p.  616,  in  conneotion  with  actions  for  the  recovery  of  land. 
The  oases  support  this  view.  (See  also  post  (3)  as  to  the  onus 
of  proof :  and  ante^  p.  497,  as  to  aflBrmative  support.  See 
as  to  the  exceptional  penalty  imposed  on  a  plaintiff  by  rule  15 
if  he  object  to  produce  documents  referred  to  in  his  pleadings 
Br  affidavits  although  they  relate  only  to  his  own  title,  antej 
p.  245. 

Ab  to  the  Plaintifif  8  Obligation. — ^In  Corp,  HoBiifigs  y.  Ivall,  L.  B. 
8  Ch.  1017,  a  suit  bv  the  corporation  daiinizig  to  be  owners  of  the  shore 
tinder  letters  patent  irom  the  Crown  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  deposit- 
ing earth  on  tne  beach,  the  defenduit  not  setting  np  any  title  in  himself  but 
alleging  that  the  shore  was  not  included  in  the  letters  patent  and  belonged 
either  to  the  Grown  or  to  A.  B.,  the  plaintiffs  were  ordered  to  make  a  furtiber 
affidavit  in  the  form  used  in  Minet  v,  Morgan,  which  included  a  denial  of 
matter  impeaching,  &c.  See  also  Minet  t.  Morgan,  L.  B.  8  Gh.  361,  where 
this  form  was  used  hj  a  plaintiff  claiming  a  right  of  common:  Boyd  y. 
Fetrie,  cited  ante,  p.  494  (where  a  distinction  was  taken  in  favour  of  the 
peculiar  right  of  a  defendant  to  discovery  of  this  nature  as  to  which  see 
ante);  Zotcndes  v.  Davies  and  O* Connor t,  Malone,  cited  post,  pp.  530 — 531 : 
Combe  v.  City  of  London  and  Combe  v.  Corp.  London,  cited  ante,  p.  496 : 
Compagnie  Finaneiere,  ^e.  y.  Pertivian,  fe.  Co,  cited  ante,  p.  183  :  andSoberts 
v.  Oppenheim,  cited  ante,  p.  494. 

Ab  to  the  Defendant's  Obligation.— In  A,  G.  v.  Emerson,  10  Q.  B.  D. 
191,  cited  post,  p.  609,  it  was  held  by  the  Gourt  of  Apx>eal,  following  and 
approving  the  rule  laid  down  by  Knight  Bruce,  V.  G.  in  Combe  v.  Corp, 
London  (see  ante,  pp.  478 — 479),  that  certain  court  rolls  must  be  produced 
by  the  defendant  in  spite  of  a  general  assertion  in  accordance  with  that 
form  (see  ante,  p.  490),  and  per  Brett,  L.  J.  p.  205  (and  see  Baggalla^,  L.  J. 
p.  200)  on  the  g^und  that  in  a  question  of  disputed  boundary,  which  this 
was,  the  existence  of  entries  of  admission  to  a  certain  extent  and  the  absence 
of  any  admissions  beyond  that  extent  would  on  the  whole  of  the  court  rolls 
negative  or  tend  to  negative  the  defendant's  own  case.  Anything  less  like 
affirmative  (see  ante,  p.  497)  support  it  is  difficult  to  imagine.  See  also 
Jenkyns  v.  Bushby,  cited  post,  p.  508 :  Earp  y.  Lloyd,  cited  post,  p.  508 : 
Greettwood  y.  Oreentcood,  cited  ante,  p.  486. 


(3)  As  to  whether  the  Party  on  trhom  the  Onus  of  Proof  rests  is 

under  any  kss  Obligation. 

See  ante^  p.  497,  as  to  affirmative  support :  and  ante  (2). 

In  Wigr.  PI.  367,  the  view  of  the  learned  author  seems  to 
be  that  the  party  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  rests  enjoys 
some  particular  exemption  in  this  respect.  Kefernng  to 
Bolton    V.    Corp.  Liverpool  (see   the    judgment  cited  ante^ 
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p.  496),  he  observes  that  the  onus  of  proving  their  case  rested 
on  the  corporation  (the  plaintifis  in  the  action),  and  that  the 
defendant's  case  prim&  facie  required  no  proof  and  therefore 
no  discovery.* 

Under  the  old  chancery  practice  this  may  have  been  so  in  the  particular 
case  where  a  defendant  put  in  a  pure  af&mative  plea :  for,  the  charge  of 
possession  of  documents  tnen  necessary  to  be  inserted  being  of  those  relating 
to  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill,  and  these  matters  being  admitted  by  the 
plea,  no  discov^f  in  support  was  required:  see  antSy  p.  15,  n. :  and  Clayton  v. 
WtneheUeaf  3  x.  &  C.  pp.  688 — 689,  pointing  out  the  distinction  in  this 
respect  between  an  affirmative  and  a  negative  plea.  But  where  plaintiffs 
claimed  as  heirs  ex  parte  matemd  charging  that  there  was  no  heir  ex  parte 
patemd,  the  defendant  pleading  that  there  was  such  an  heir  was  held  bound 
to  answer  the  charge  of  possession  of  documents  relating  to  the  matters 
stated  in  the  bill  or  wherebytheir  truth  would  appear :  Harland  y.  Emerson^ 
3  Sim.  490  :  8  Bligh,  62.  Mow  far  production  would  have  been  ordered  is 
of  course  another  question.  The  decision  is  criticised  in  Wigr.  PL  117  on 
the  groimd  that  the  plea  of  heir  ex  parte  patemst  absolved  the  plaintiffs  from 
any  obligation  to  prove  their  title,  that  if  the  defendant  did  not  prove  the 
truth  of  his  own  plea  affirmatively  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a  decree 
whether  they  were  heirs  ex  parte  matemd  or  not,  that  their  case  after  plea 
pleaded  was  simply  a  negation  of  the  defendant's  plea,  that  the  only  ground 
on  which  discovery  of  me  documents  could  be  required  was  that  it  might 
assist  the  plaintiffs  in  proving  that  negation  but  that  the  bill  was  not  so 
framed  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  discovery  on  that  ground,  for  it  had  nx>t 
anticipated  the  defence  and  contained  no  charges  applicable  to  it. 

It  is  not  necessary  further  to  consider  to  what  extent  the  technicalities  of 

S leading  in  those  days  operated  to  deprive  a  plaintiff  in  cases  of  that  kind  of 
iscoveiy  of  documents.  Under  the  present  practice  the  party  must  give 
discovery  (no  charge  being  necessary  as  formerly)  of  documents  relating  to 
matters  in  question  in  the  action ;  and  it  is  clear  that  where  a  defence  in  the 
nature  of  a  pure  affirmative  plea  is  put  in,  and  this  defence  is  put  in  issue  by 
the  plaintiff  the  matter  of  the  defence  is  a  matter  in  question :  see  further  as 
to  this  point,  antCf  pp.  12,  35,  464. 

Documents  therefore  relating  to  the  matter  so  put  in  question  must  be 
included  in  the  affidavit  of  documents,  although  of  course  by  proper  allega- 
tions they  may  be  protected  from  actual  production.  For  instance,  supposing 
a  defence  of  purchase  for  value  without  notice  (see  as  to  this  defence  pott^  p. 
537)  and  issue  joined  as  to  tlie  notice,  the  defendant  must  make  an  affidavit 
of  documents  relating  to  the  issue  of  notice  just  as  if  there  had  been  under 
the  old  practice  a  charge  of  possession  of  documents  relating  thereto  and 
whereby  it  would  appear  that  the  purchase  of  the  defendant  was  not  a 
purchase  without  notice :  see  Hardman  v.  Ellamea^  6  Sim.  640,  p.  650 :  see 
also  ibid.  2  M.  &  K.  p.  743 :  Macgregor  v.  E,  L  Co.  2  Sim.  452,  discussing 
l^e  case  of  a  defence  oi  the  Statute  of  Limitations  and  a  charge  of  possession 
of  documents  showing  a  promise  within  six  years :  see  ako  Parkitison  v. 
Chambers^  1  K.  &  J.  72,  where  an  affidavit  was  ordered,  the  defence  of  the 
statute  being  however  anticipated  by  a  statement  that  interest  had  been  paid 
within  twenty  years :  and  Clayton  v.  JFinehehea,  3  Y.  &  C.  pp.  688—689 : 
and  see  ante^  pp.  37—38. 


*  Qu.  as  to  no  discovery  even  from  that  point  of  ^'iew :  for  Shadwell,  V.  C. 
at  8  Sim.  p.  49,  expressly  says  that  if  the  documents  in  question  had 
evidenced  the  defendant's  title  as  well,  and  which  they  might  have  done, 
production  would  have  been  ordered :  and  see  antCf  p  497,  as  to  Mr.  Hare's 
views  on  this  case. 
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That  a  party  must  produce  documents  tending  to  impeach 
his  case  or  title  where  the  only  defence  is  a  denial  of  that  case 
or  title,  and  where  therefore  the  onus  of  proof  is  on  him  seems 
clear.  It  cannot  be  that^  party  is  entitled  to  keep  back  docu- 
ments which  would  jdisprove  or  throw  doubt  upon  his  case  and 
produce  at  the  trial  those  documents  only  which  would  be 
evidence  in  support  of  his  case  or  prove  it  without  any  quali- 
fication, merely  because  the  onus  of  proof  is  on  him  and  his 
adversary's  case  is  a  simple  negation  of  it :  see  for  instance 
Knight  v.  Waterfordy  2  T.  &  0.  p.  29,  and  Olascott  v.  Copper 
Mines  Co,  11  Sim.  p.  312.  And  in  fewt  in  Boydy,  Petrie  and 
other  cases,  ante^  p.  499,  it  is  the  plaintiil  who  is  considered 
to  be  under  a  special  obligation  in  this  respect. 

The  point  is  discasaed  m  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  535 — 536  in  reference  to  the  then 
(1870)  practice.  The  oonolusions  there  come  to  are  ^ot  very  clearly  stated: 
and  qu.  whether  they  are  sound  even  in  respect  of  tlie  practice  at  that  date. 


(g)  Tfie  General  Assertion  (see  ante^  p.  487)  must  be  made 
with  Distinctness  and  Positiveness.  with  a  reasonable  and 
sufficient  degree  of  Positiveness. 

See  Smith  v.  Beaufort ,  cited  J90»^,  p.  506  :  and  in  particular 
ibid,  1  Ha.  pp.  524—525. 

See  also  Hare,  pp.  236 — 238,  explaining  Hardman  Y.JEllames 
(antCy  p.  254),  on  the  ground  of  want  of  positiveness  in  the 
assertion. 

A  denial  merely  that  the  documents  evidence  or  relate  to 
the  adversary's  "title"  may  in  many  cases  be  insufficient. 
The  question  is  whether  they  evidence  or  relate  to  his  case  as 
stated  in  the  pleadings,  which  cannot  always  be  properly 
described  as  his  title. 

In  reference  to  the  plaintiff  the  term  "  title  "  is  ambiguous :  it  may  mean 
his  title  to  relief  but  it  may  be  used  in  a  narrower  sense :  see  Felkin  v.  Her^ 
herty  30  L.  J.  Ch.  p.  799 :  Jenkins  v.  Bushby^  35  L.  J.  Ch.  p.  401,  cited  posiy 
p.  508  :  Owen  t.  Wynn,  9  Ch.  D.  p.  32,  but  held  sufficient  on  appeal :  Clegg 
Y.  Edmondson,  22  Beav.  p.  157 :  Suie  y.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Co.  1  Phill. 
p.  685. 

In  reference  to  the  defendant  it  may  be  evasive  or  altogether  inappropriate 
as  a  description  of  his  case.  See  Smith  v.  Beauforty  cited  post^  p.  506,  where 
**  estate  right  title  of  or  claimed  by  &c."  was  held  (see  1  Hare,  p.  521 : 
1  Fhill.  p.  220)  evasive  and  insufficient :  and  Roberts  v.  Oppenheim^  26  Ch. 
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Ap.  728 :  see  also  A.  G.  v,  Corp.  London^  2  M.  &  Gr.  pp.  265—266,  where  the 
defendant  claimed  protection  for  documents  evidencing  his  own  title,  and 
where  Lord  Gottenham  doubted  whether  his  case,  which  as  pleaded  was  a 
mere  negative  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  could  properly  be  called  hk  title. 

As  to  the  necessitj  of  the  assertion  being  to  the  best  of  the 
party*s  knowledge  information  and  beKef . 

In  Bannatyne  v.  LeadeVy  10  Sim.  230,  pp.  286 — 236  (were  however  the  as- 
sertion was  only  that  thereby  the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill  would 
not  appear,  as  to  which  see  ante^  pp.  482,  487,  n.)  the  Y.  G.  considered  that 
where  the  question  depended  on  the  materiality  of  the  documents  with  respect 
to  their  contents,  if  the  party  did  not  choose  to  swear  positively  as  he  might 
and  would  be  perfectly  justified  in  doing  if  he  had  himself  read  through  the 
documents  and  was  satisfied  in  his  own  mind  that  they  did  not  contain  that 
which  would  make  out  the  adversary's  case,  but  merely  stated  that  he  be- 
lieved they  would  not  make  it  out,  that  was  not  sufficient :  and  in  Comhe  y. 
Cwy.  Londofi,  15  L.  J.  Ch.  pp.  82 — 83,  Lord  Gottenham  in  reference  to  the 
expression  "to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  information  and  belief"  agreed 
that  belief  was  not  enough,  and  affirmed  the  decision  of  Knight  Bruce,  Y.  G. 
post. 

In  Minel  v.  Morgan^  L  B.  8  Gh.  p.  366,  Lord  Selbome  considered  that  the 
assertion  if  made  to  the  best  of  the  party's  knowledge  information  and  belief 
(citing  Adams  y.  Fisher,  3  M.  &  G.  526,  where  however  protection  was  claimed 
for  the  documents  as  being  consequential,  see  ante,  pp.  31,  189)  was  suffi- 
cient unless  there  was  something  which  qualified  such  a  statement,  as  in 
Comhe  v.  Corp.  London,  1  Y.  &  G.  C7  G.  p.  652,  where  Knight  Bruce,  Y.  G.  was 
unable  to  find  an  averment  that  any  person  who  had  examined  the  books  had 
positively  stated  or  could  positively  state  that  their  whole  contents  exclusively 
evidenced  the  corporation  s  case  or  were  irrelevant  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  and 
generally  inferred  that  the  examination  had  not  been  precise  and  complete : 
or  which  showed  substantial  insufficiency  on  the  face  of  the  affidavit. 

SoinP(?i&y,  Stoddart,  1  M.  &  G.  192,  p.  195,  approved  inMinet  y.  Morgan, 
it  was  held  sufficient  for  a  party  to  state  that  he  was  advised  and  believed : 
and  a  distinction  was  taken  between  "being  advised  and  believing"  and 
"being  advised  and  therefore  believing."  And  in  Manby  v.  Bewieke,  8  D.  G. 
M.  &  G-.  p.  479,  where  the  patties  made  an  assertion  in  the  fullest  form  but, 
as  tiiey  expressly  stated,  omy  on  information  received  from  their  solicitors 
(thougn  they  added  that  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  information  and 
belief  it  was  the  fact),  it  was  said  that  a  statement  made  entirely  on  the 
faith  of  information  received  from  other  persons  was  not  sufficient,  and  Peile 
y .  Stoddart  was  distin? oished  on  the  ground  that  there  the  party  appeared 
to  haye  examined  the  documents  himself.  So  in  Balguu  y.  Broadhurst,  1  Sim. 
K.  S.  1 1 1 ,  it  was  not  considered  enough  for  a  party  to  say  that  he  was  advised 
and  insisted  that  certain  documents,  without  describing  them,  were  confiden- 
tial communications.  So  in  Fepper  y.  Chambers,  7  Ex.  Itep.  226,  an  affidavit 
supporting  an  application  for  inspection  was  held  uisuffident  as  stating  merely 
that  the  party  was  advised  that  the  documents  might  be  required  as  evidence 
for  hiTTi  without  stating  that  he  believed  the  advice  to  be  well  founded. 

"As  we  are  advised  and  say"  was  considered  sufficient  in  KettleweU  y. 
Barstow,  L.  K.  7  Gh.  687|  in  reference  to  the  relevancy  of  certain  documents 
to  a  particular  issue. 

"  1  am  informed"  was  said  to  be  equivalent  to  "  I  believe "  in  Woodhateh 
y.  Freeland,  11  W.  R.  396 :  (and  see  ante,  p,  127) :  but  qu. 

The  upshot  then  of  these  authorities  is  that  the  party  must 
make  his  statements  ^^  according  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge 
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mformation  and  belief  "  or  in  some  form  equivalent  thereto. 
But  they  do  not  dedde  what  personal  inspection  or  examina- 
tion, if  any,  by  the  party  himself  is  necessary. 


(h)   Where  the  Oeneral  Assertion  {see  ante^  p.  501)  mil  not  he 

accepted. 

The  court  may  refuse  to  give  effect  to  the  general  assertion 
either  on  account  of  the  nature  of  the  action,  or  of  the  docu- 
ments, or  generally  by  reason  of  matter  appearing  in  certain 
sources,  such  sources  being,  it  is  conceived,  the  same  as  those 
into  which  the  court  may  look  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the 
sufficiency  of  an  affidavit  of  documents :  see  ante^  p.  215. 

In  order  to  justify  the  court  in  disregarding  the  party's 
assertion  to  this  effect  (the  foim  laid  down  by  Enight  Bruce, 
Y.  G.  in  the  passage  cited  ante^  p.  479)  the  court  must  be 
reasonably  satisfied  or  reasonably  certain  (and  see  ante^  p.  181, 
as  to  the  distinction  between  making  an  order  for  a  further 
affidavit  of  documents,  which  may  be  done  on  mere  suspicion, 
and  an  order  for  the  production  of  alleged  irrelevant  docu- 
ments, or,  antey  p.  109,  for  a  further  answer  to  an  interroga- 
tory, but  see  also  the  distinction  pointed  out  ante^  p.  230, 
between  the  case  of  a  party  seeking  to  protect  admittedly 
relevant  documents  and  an  assertion  of  irrelevancy),  pp.  198, 
204,  206,  from  other  admissions  of  the  party,  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  documents  given  by  him  or  from  other  admissions 
or  from  other  documents  produced  to  the  court,  p.  204  (but 
see  the  sources  ante),  that  their  nature,  tl^t  is  their  nature  as 
described  by  the  party  in  his  general  assertion,  has  been 
erroneously  represented  or  misconceived,  and  per  Brett,  M.  B. 
p.  205,  where  the  documents  are  of  such  a  character  that  the 
party  cannot  properly  make  such  an  assertion  the  court  can- 
not accept  the  affidavit  as  satisfactory:  A.  G.  v.  Emerson^  10 
Q.  B.  D.  191,  following  and  amplifying  the  propositions  laid 
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down  by  Knight  Bruoe,  V.  C.  antey  p.  479,  and  ordering  pro- 
ductioni  see  post^  p.  609.  In  Roberta  v.  Oppenheim^  26  Ch. 
D.  724,*  this  case  was  cited  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  might 
have  misunderstood  the  effect  of  the  documents:  Cotton,  L.  J. 
at  p.  734,  said  :  ^'  As  I  understand  that  case  the  court  held 
that  there  was  protection,  imless  the  court  was  satisfied  that 
the  effect  of  the  documents  was  misconceived.  In  that  case 
there  were  court  rolls  extending  over  many  years,  and  the 
court  was  able  to  see  from  the  nature  of  the  questions  in  the 
action,  and  of  the  documents,  that  the  effect  of  the  documents 
was  misunderstood.  So  far  that  case  is  an  authority.  But 
I  think  that  we  ought  not  to  speculate  in  order  to  get  rid 
of  the  protection  claimed,  and  that  we  ought  to  accept  the 
affidavit  as  conclusive,  unless  the  court  can  see  distinctly 
that  the  oath  of  the  party  cannot  be  relied  on.  So  far  as  I 
can  see,  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  that :  and  to 
say  in  an  ordinary  case  that  the  court  cannot  rely  on  the  affi- 
davit of  a  party  would  be  practically  to  take  away  the  right 
of  a  plaintiff  or  defendant  to  claim  protection  for  any  deed." 
See  also  Pomonby  v.  Sartleyj  post^  p.  509 :  and  the  oases 
postj  p.  507. 

So  in  Wigr.  PI.  318,  the  learned  author  considered,  that  the  general 
assertion  would  be  accepted  unless  from  the  nature  of  the  documents  or  otlier 
circumstances  appearing  in  the  answer  the  court  found  reasons  for  discrediting 
it  or  refusing  to  give  effect  to  it.  So  in  Greentcood  v.  Greenwood^  6  W.  B.  119, 
Kinder8le7,  v.  G.,  considering  that  the  assertion  should  be  disregarded  if 
from  the  description  of  the  documents  or  the  nature  of  the  action  or  the 
whole  together  the  court  thought  they  had  been  misrepresented,  ordered 
production  of  certain  document  in  accordance  with  these  views.  The  mere 
use  of  the  word  title  the  mere  allegation  that  the  documents  relate  exclusively 
to  the  ddendant*s  title  is  of  no  avaiTto  the  defendant  in  resisting  the  produc« 
tion,  if  that  conclusion  be  opposed  to  the  obvious  character  of  the  documents, 
or  if  it  be  not  supported  hy^  specific  averments  excluding  aU  probability  that 
the  documents  would  furnish  evidence  in  support  of  the  ^aintiff's  case : 
Harris  v.  Harris,  4  Ha.  p.  184. 

In  JBulman  v.  Younff,  31  W.  B.  766,  protection  was  claimed  and  allowed 
for  the  copy  of  an  extract  from  a  confidential  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  302) 
letter  from  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action  to  a  director  of  the  defendant 


*  See  this  case  also  cited  ante,  p.  244 :  plaintifEs  claimed  protection,  as 
relating  only  to  their  own  title,  &c.,  for  deeds  tiirough  which  in  their  claim 
they  deduced  title  to  a  forecourt :  defendants  set  up  no  title,  but  alleged  it 
to  be  public  property:  it  was  not  a  question  of  disputed  boundary,  see  p.  729, 
aadpost,  p.  508. 
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company  as  relatiiig  solely  to  their  own  case,  &o in  the  fonn  used  in 

Bewieke  v.  Oraham,  for  there  was  nothing  to  show  from  the  affidavit  or  from 
the  nature  of  the  document  that  it  was  material  or  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  question  at  issue  as  in  ^.  G,  v.  £merson.  The  terms  in  which  the 
g^imds  of  this  decision  are  stated  are  open  to  criticism.  The  document  was 
included  in  the  affidavit  of  documents  and  must  therefore  be  assumed  to  be 
relevant  or  material  to  the  matters  in  question,  see  antCf  p.  190 :  the  real 
question  was  whether  the  defendants  had  shown  that  a  document  which  they 
had  admitted  to  relate  to  the  matters  in  question  was  within  the  rule  pro- 
tecting a  document  relating  exclusively  to  the  party's  own  case,  &c 

and  whether  their  assertion  to  that  effect  could  be  accepted. 

All  counter  allegations  inconsistent  with  the  general  asser- 
tion made  by  the  adversary  whether  in  his  pleadings  or  by 
way  of  interrogatories  must  be  specifically  and  not  merely 
generally  met :  see  ante^  p.  259.  If  they  are  specifically 
and  satisfactorily  met  the  party  may  claim  protection  for  the 
documents  aa.  exclusively  evidencing  or  relating  to  his  case  or 
title  in  the  proper  form.  And  the  adversary  is  in  no  better 
position  by  making  specific  charges  of  this  kind  if  they  are  so 
met :  otherwise  such  charges  would  always  be  made  whether 
there  was  any  f oimdation  for  them  or  not  in  order  to  deprive 
the  party  of  the  power  of  protecting  his  documents :  see  aniCy 
pp.  256 — 257  :  Smith  v.  Beaufortyposty  p.  507  :  and  generally 
ant€y  pp.  257 — 261. 

In  Stroud  v.  Deacon,  1  Ves.  37,  the  bill  charged  that  by  producing  a  certain 
deed  it  would  appear  that  the  title  of  the  person  under  wnom  the  defendant 
claimed  was  only  for  her  life,  and  it  was  held  that  some  answer  must  be 
given  to  the  charge,  though  it  did  not  follow  that  the  document  must  be 
produced. 

Where  the  defendant  to  a  bill  for  redemption  alleges  that  he  is  absolute 
owner  and  not  mortgagee  of  the  property  in  question,  and  the  plaintiff  has 
alleged  that  the  de&ndant  is  in  possession  of  a  certain  deed  oontaining  a 
proviso  for  redemption  of  the  property,  the  defendant  must  either  deny 
having  the  deed  in  his  possession  or  that  it  contained  such  a  proviso.  In  the 
latter  case  there  woula  then  be  g^und  for  the  defendant  to  go  upon  in 
insisting  that  it  was  the  evidence  of  his  own  title  and  not  of  the  plaintiff's. 
But  witiiout  meeting  the  charge  it  would  not  be  enough  to  make  such  a 
general  assertion :  see  Dnneombe  v.  Davies,  1  Ha.  p.  190. 

**  If  the  defendant  pleads  a  deed  which  constitutes  his  tiUe  he  cannot  be 
compelled  to  produce  it  because  it  is  his  own  title  and  not  that  of  the  plain- 
tiff, but,  if  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  that  deed  contains  something  which 
would  show  or  support  his  title,  the  defendant  is  bound  to  answer  an  inter- 
rogatory founded  on  that  allegfation,  because  although  the  deed  is  part  of 
the  defendant's  title  it  may  be  the  most  important  part  of  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff  who  may  find  in  it  a  recognition  of  that  which  if  true  would  super- 
sede the  title  set  up  by  the  instrument  itself '' :  Lord  Gotteuham  in  ^.  &.  v. 
Corp.  London,  2  M.  &  G.  p.  260.  **  Although  a  defendant  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  produce  a  document  which  is  the  evidence  of  his  title  yet  if  he 
intends  to  avail  himself  of  that  protection  he  is  boimd  to  negative  that  which 
the  bill  allege  such  a  document  to  contain  so  far  as  it  would  be  eyidence  of 
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the  title  of  the  plaintifp.  The  reason  is  that,  whether  it  be  something  to  be 
found  in  the  document  itself  or  to  be  inferred  from  the  absence  of  it  in  the 
document,  the  circumstance  alleged  is  alleg^  not  for  the  purpose  of  inyesti- 
gating  what  the  defendant  may  nave  to  show  in  proof  of  his  title  but  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  or  strengthening  the  plaintifTs  title  or  repelling  that 
which  he  expects  to  be  set  up  against  him,  all  of  which  are  legitimate  objects 
of  discoTery  ":  ibid,  p.  261. 

The  following  cases  are  instances  in  which  a  party's  general 
assertion  has  not  been  accepted  by  the  court : — (see  the  par- 
cular  class  of  cases  of  disputed  boundary  or  parcels  cited  pasty 
p.  608  to  p.  510) 

In  Smith  T.  Beaufort,  1  Ha.  607 :  (on  app.)  1  Ph.  209 :  the  defendant  to  an 
action  for  customs  and  tolls  filed  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  his  defence 
alleging  among  other  things  yariations  in  the  payments,  and  charged  in  the 
usual  form  possession  of  documents  relating  to  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill 
whereby  their  truth  would  appear.  The  answer  admitted  the  alleged  varia- 
tions but  explained  them:  and  also  admitted  the  possession  of  aocuments 
relating  to  the  matters  charged,  denied  that  thereby  their  truth  would  be 
elucidated  except  as  in  the  answer  mentioned,  and  said  in  effect  that  Uiey 
were  his  title  deeds  evidences  and  muniments,  that  they  evidenced  or  related 
to  his  own  right  and  title  and  not  to  any  estate  right  or  title  of  or  claimed 

by  the  plaintiff  &c Production  was  ordered  on  the  same  grounds 

both  by  Wigram,  V.  C.  in  the  court  below  and  by  Lord  Gottenham  on 
appeal,  namely  that  the  variations  were  not  denied  but  admitted  and  ex- 
plained (compare  Cannock  v.  Jauncey,  cited  ante,  p.  262,  and  If  arris  v.  Harris, 
post,  p.  507),  that  the  documents  were  admitted  to  relate  to  these  variations, 
that  as  to  the  denial  that  they  evidenced  any  estate  right  or  title  of  the 
plaintiff  be  did  not  claim  any  estate  right  or  title  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  501), 
that  as  to  the  assertion  that  they  evidenced  or  (see  ante,  p.  487)  related  to  his 
.  own  title  the  point  was  that  they  also  related  to  the  plamtiff^s  case  charged 
in  the  bill,  that  (1  Ha.  p.  620)  they  were  not  exclusively  relevant  to  his  own 
title,  that  (1  Ph.  pp.  220,  221)  they  did  not  exclusively  evidence  it  but  showed 
the  alleged  variations  and  thereby  tended  to  disprove  it :  (see  ante,  p.  491,  as 
to  exclusive  relevancy  where  the  documents  constitute  evidence). 

Both  in  the  court  below  and  on  appeal,  Bolton  v.  Corp.  Liverpool  (discussed 
ante,  pp.  495 — 496)  was  distingiiished  on  the  ground  that  (I  Ph.  p.  221)  the 
documents  in  that  case  exclusively  evidenced  the  corporation's  title,  for, 
citing  the  judgment  of  Shad  well,  V.  G.  3  Sim.  p.  490,  nothing  was  to  be  in- 
ferred from  their  answer  that  they  evidenced  the  adversary's  title  which 
they  might  also  do,  and,  per  Wigram,  Y.  G.  p.  622,  that  there  was  a  mere 
general  allegation  that  the  documents  of  the  corporation  would  show  that 
their  case  was  unfounded,  that  is  that  their  production  would  furnish 
evidence  against  themselves,  that  this  general  allegation  was  denied,  that 
the  documents  related  exclusively  to  their  own  title  (they  were  described  as 
evidencing  and  showing  their  own  title  to  the  dues  and  customs)  and  that 
where  a  defendant  credibly  denied  the  allegation  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
founded  his  right  to  a  production  of  the  documents  relating  exclusively  to 
the  dcKfendant's  case  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  call  for  an  inspection  of 
them  merely  to  see  whether  he  could  discover  something  which  might  in- 
validate the  defendant's  case. 

Id.  Combe  v.  City  of  London,  cited  ante,  p.  496,  there  was  it  seems  no  charge 
of  variation  though  so  said  in  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  1  Ph.  p.  217 :  in  Combe  v. 
Corp.  of  London,  cited  ante,  p.  496,  there  was  a  charge  tnat  tiie  documents 
would  show  a  variation,  and  Lord  Gottenham  at  15  L.  J.  Gh.  pp.  83 — 84  says 
that  in  Bolton  v.  Corp.  Liverpool,  the  ground  was  that  the  ^uments  were 
required  merely  to  ascertain  whether  they  contained  anything  to  cUsprove 
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the  corporation's  title  (see  ante,  p.  495),  and  not  as  in  the  case  before  him  to 
prove  facts  alleged  afirnnativelj  (see  antej  p.  497)  namely  that  there  was  a 
TariatioD,  and  which  were  not  positively  denied. 

In  Smith  y,  Beaufort,  1  Ha.  pp.  622 — 524,  Wigram,  V.  C.  points  out  that 
the  important  difference  in  the  two  cases  was  not  that  in  the  one  a  definite 
allegation  was  made  and  in  the  other  only  a  general  allegation,  but  lay  in 
the  manner  in  which  the  allegation  was  met,  for  that,  see  ante,  p.  505,  a  party 
was  in  no  better  position  because  he  alleged  a  specific  defect  and  made  it  hu 
own  case  if  the  allegation  was  precisely  denied,  and  that  if  in  the  case  before 
him  it  had  been  denied  with  due  precision  that  any  such  variance  as  specifi- 
cally charged  appeared  in  any  of  the  documents,  he  might  have  protected 
himself. 

In  Gresley  v.  Mousley,  2  K.  &  J.  288,  a  suit  brought  by  the  devisee  and 
heir-at*law  of  A.  against  the  devisees  in  trust  and  executors  of  A.'s  solicitor 
to  set  aside  a  purchase  made  by  the  solicitor  from  A.  on  the  ground  of 
undervalue  and  of  A.'s  having  been  then  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  the 
defendants  were  ordered  to  produce,  besides  confidential  communications 
between  solicitor  and  client,  documents  of  title  and  other  documents  relating 
to  the  property  including  copies  of  conveyances  of  parts  of  the  property  to 
purchasers  from  the  solicitor,  mortgages  made  by  A.,  and  a  valuation  of  the 

Sroperty :  for  although  the  defendants  denied  any  fraud  and  said  that  the 
ocuments  related  to  the  property  purchased  by  the  solicitor  and  his  title  as 
such  purchaser  exclusively  and  did  not  relate  to  or  concern  or  make  out  the 

Slaintiff's  title,  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  case  and  the  description  of  the 
ocuments  in  the  schedule  showed  that  some  of  them  (for  instance  the  copies 
of  conveyances  would  show  the  prices)  must  contain  important  evidence  for 
the  plaintiff,  following  Smith  v.  Beaufort, 

In  Harris  v.  Harris,  4  Ha.  179,  a  suit  by  the  personal  representative  of  a 
deceased  person  for  a  declaration  of  partnership  and  for  an  account,  the 
defendant  denied  the  partnership  and  said  that  his  documents  related  exclu- 
sively to  his  own  title  and  his  own  affairs  and  business  in  which  the  deceased 
had  no  interest  and  did  not  relate  to  any  partnership  or  business  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  deceased :  but  he  admitted  (compare  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  ante, 
p.  506)  that  the  joint  name  had  been  used.  Wigram,  V.  G.  ordered  produc- 
tion considering  that  in  a  case  of  that  character  the  court  must  exercise  its 
own  judgment  as  to  the  effect  which  the  evidence  might  have,  and  that 
consistently  with  the  answer  every  entry  in  the  documents  might  be  in  the 
joint  name,  and  that  these  entries  would  be  evidence  for  a  jury.  See  also 
Manseil  v.  Feeiiey,  2  J.  &  H.  313,  320:  a  somewhat  similar  case,  the  defen- 
dant alleging  that  the  plaintiff's  interest  was  that  of  a  lender  only,  and 
where  production  of  the  business  docaments  was  ordered  in  spite  of  the 
defendant's  denial  that  the  plaintiff's  name  appeared  therein  except  as  a 
customer :  see  ante,  pp.  188,  483,  citing  Lord  Hatnerley's  judgment.  See  also 
SomerviVe  v.  Machay,  16  Ves.  382.  In  Ferrier  v.  Atwooi,  12  Jur.  N.  S.  365, 
a  suit  to  establish  a  partnership,  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  partnership 
terminated  in  a  particular  year :  he  was  ordered  to  produce  the  business 
books  and  other  documents  though  he  swore  that  they  related  exclusively  to 
his  own  business  and  contained  no  entries  supporting  or  tending  to  support 
the  plaintiff's  case ;  for  the  nature  of  the  dispute  was  considered  to  render 
it  impossible  to  bind  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant's  view  of  the  nature  of 
the  documents,  and  it  was  reasonably  possible  that  they  might  assist  the 
plaintiff's  case. 

See  Riccard  v.  Inelosure  Commissioners,  4  E.  &  B.  329,  a  feigned  issue  to 
determine  whether  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest  in  a  manor,  where  produc- 
tion of  leases  was  ordered,  the  court  considering  that  they  might  help  the 
defendant's  case  in  spite  of  the  plaintiff's  assertion  that  they  were  his  title 
deeds  and  did  not  relate  to  and  would  not  prove  the  defendant's  case :  but 
see  post,  p.  511. 

In  Knight  v.  Waterford,  2  Y.  &  C.  22,  an  action  by  a  rector  to  recover 
tithes  against  a  person  who  was  both  patron  of  the  rectory  and  lord  of  the 
manor  in  which  the  tithes  claimed  wore  situate,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  the 
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customary  payment  of  a  composition  relied  on  by  the  defendant  was  founded 
on  a  series  of  corrupt  contracts.  The  defendant  claimed  protection  for  all  his 
documents  (which  were  specified  in  the  schedule)  as  relating  to  his  and  not 
the  plaintiff's  title.  Production  was  ordered  of  all  the  documents  which 
could  be  considered  to  refer  to  these  contracts,  also  of  a  map  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  extent  of  land  subject  to  the  tithes,  and  of  the  court  rolls 
under  the  circumstances,  but  not  of  documents  being  the  evidence  of  his  title 
to  the  inheritance  of  the  manor  land  or  tithes  which  could  not  help  the 
plaintiff's  case.  *^  The  mere  opinion  (per  Lord  Abingper,  p.  29  and  see  p.  41) 
of  the  dependant  that  the  documents  do  not  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title  can- 
not alter  the  case,  because  it  is  quite  clear  they  do  relate  to  his  title  if  they 
have  relation  to  the  tithes  at  all." 

In  Firkins  y.  Lowe,  13  Pri.  193,  somewhat  similar  to  Smith  v.  Beaufort ^ 
ante^  the  defendant  to  an  action  to  recoyer  tithes  applied  by  bill  of  discovery  for 
inspection  of  certain  vicar's  books  in  order  to  support  his  defence  of  a  modus. 
Production  was  ordered  of  entries  in  these  books  which  were  admitted  to 
relate  to  the  payment  of  the  sum  set  up  as  a  modus,  the  court  refusing  to 
accept  the  party's  own  construction  of  them  that  they  were  of  importance  to 
and  evidence  for  himself  and  not  for  the  adversary,  and  that  he  had  no  con- 
cern in  them.  In  Bliffh  y.  Beraon^  7  Pri.  205,  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  tithes 
was  refused  inspection  of  vicar's  books  as  being  part  of  the  defendant's  evi- 
dence, and  there  being  no  sufficient  admission  that  they  contained  evidence 
in  the  plaintiff's  favour  though  they  might  have  done  so.  In  Tomlinaon  y. 
LymcTy  2  Sim.  489,  receipts  for  moduses  described  as  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendant were  protected :  and  in  Tomlinaon  v.  Booth,  4  Sim.  461,  all  documents 
showing  the  existence  of  a  modus. 

In  matters  of  disputed  boundary,  or  where  the  question 
has  been  whether  particular  property  was  comprised  in  a 
particular  deed,  or  in  questions  of  identity  of  parcels,  the 
general  assertion  has  been  disregarded,  and  inspection  of  the 
parcels  in  title  deeds,  and  of  other  documents  has  been 
ordered,  though  see  an  old  case  of  Hungerford  v.  Gonngy 
2  Vem.  38,  a  bill  by  one  landowner  against  an  adjoining 
landowner  to  discover  boundaries,  to  which  a  demurrer  was 
allowed. 

See  Roberta  y.  Oppenheim,  ante,  p.  604,  n. 

In  Litid  y.  Isle  of  Wight  Ferry  Co.  8  W.  R.  540,  a  suit  to  recover  lands 
charged  to  have  been  taken  possession  of  by  the  company  though  not  included 
in  the  notice  to  treat,  and  therefore  in  the  nature  of  an  ejectment  action  in 
which  the  plaintiff  had  to  make  out  his  title,  the  defendants  alleging  that  it 
was  Crown  property  were  held  entitled  to  see  the  parts  of  the  pmintiff's 
documents  relating  to  the  parcels  of  the  lands  (but  not  the  other  parts,  for 
they  were  not  entitled  to  pry  into  the  flaws  and  defects  of  his  title)  though 
the  general  claim  to  protection  was  sufficiently  stated. 

In  Jenkins  v.  Bttahby,  35  L.  J.  Gh.  400,  where  the  question  in  dispute  was 
the  light  to  work  mines,  the  defendant  claiming  that  the  land  was  part  of 
the  common  of  a  manor  of  which  he  was  lord  was  ordered  to  allow  inspection 
of  the  parcels  in  his  deeds,  for  though  they  might  not  show  the  title  to  the 
land  they  might  show  enough  to  show  that  the  land  was  not  part  of  the 
common  ;  the  terms  of  his  claim  to  protection  were  it  might  be  noted  (see 
antey  p.  501)  somewhat  ambiguous.  See  also  Bute  v.  Glamorgamhire  Canal  Co, 
1  Phil.  681,  a  case  involving  a  question  of  disputed  boundary,  where  pro- 
duction of  leases  and  maps  were  ordered,  and  where  also  tlie  claim  to  pro- 
tection was  insufficiently  stated,  see  ante,  p.  501. 
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A.  O.Y,  Emerson^  10  Q.  B.  D.  191,  cited  ante,  pp.  489 — 491,  was  an  in- 
formation (by  the  Crown  on  the  revenue  aide  and  therefore  by  O.  68  excepted 
from  the  mieB  of  the  Jnd.  Act)  claiming  a  declaration  of  the  title  of  the 
Grown  to  a  certain  foreshore,  and  if  necessary  a  commission  to  ascertain 
boundaries :  the  defendant  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  it  as  lord  of  the  manor. 
Production  of  certain  court  rolls  was  ordered,  although  he  had  (or  for  the 
purpose  of  the  judgment  was  assumed  to  have)  claimed  protection  for  them 
m  accordance  with  the  form  laid  down  (see  antey  p.  479)  in  Comhe  y.  Corpo' 
ration  of  London,  the  court  refusing  on  the  grounds  stated  ante,  pp.  503,  504, 
to  accept  his  description  of  them.  He  had  made  certain  disclosures  in  answer 
to  interrogatories  which  to  some  extent  affected  the  question. 

In  Fonsonbi/  v.  Hartley ,  W.  N.  83,  pp.  13,  44,  an  action  by  the  lord  of 
— ««rt^  no-ninst  the  owner  of  enfranchiiBed  lands  to  restrain  him  from  working 


«08.     To  precede  "  RohrU,  y.  Opfenhem." 

In  a  recent  case  MarsA  y.  Baik.  78  L  T  n  9fio  i> 
son,  J.  eonsidprpd  fKof  ti.  ^'  ^- P-  <62,  Pear- 

and  deedTS  the  w"'^^^  ^  ^  f  ti^<'«on  betwee^  maps 
eaailjr  xnis£,    W^!  "'""^f  «^  <^«^  ^  disputable  or 

nmtieabirrn'dtfu^d  Cfr  "'  ?T  ^  ^^'^  ^^  »- 

to  the  mines,  and  that  none  of  them  snuweu  %,,.  «.^ 

right  title  or  interest  in  the  plaintiff  or  the  truth  of  his  allegations:  for 
(p.  563)  the  deeds  which  evidenced  the  defendant's  title  might  afford  the 
strongest  negative  evidence  to  show  that  there  was  no  such  identity,  refer- 
ring to  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  cited  j?o«^,  and  Smith  v.  Beaufort,  cited  ante,  p.  506, 
as  instances  of  discovery  being  granted  to  negative  or  disprove  the  adver- 
sary's case  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  499). 

In  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  1  M.  &  K.  680,  a  bill  for  discovery  in  aid  of  an 
action  of  trespass  for  entering  to  distrain  for  rates,  the  question  being 
whether  the  plaintifi's  house  was  in  the  parish  or  not,  he  was  allowed 
(having  failed  to  obtain  inspection  at  common  law,  3  B.  &  A.  649,  on  the 
■ground  that  as  he  denied  being  a  parishioner  he  could  not  see  the  parish 
books,  see  ante,  p.  283)  to  inspect  parish  books  and  other  documents,  the 
question  being  one  of  boundary  and  the  documents  containing  admittedly 
evidence  common  to  both  parties,  evidence  of  the  title  of  each. 

In  ^.  (?.  y.  Thompson,  8  Ha.  104,  an  information  for  working  mines, 
where  the  question  was  whether  certain  property  (under  which  the  mines 
lay)  of  which  the  defendant  was  in  possession  belonged  to  him  in  fee  or 
only  as  leasehold  under  a  lease  of  which  the  plaintiffs  were  reversioners, 
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the  defendant  admitted  that  he  derived  title  under  a  person  whom  the  plain- 
tiff alleged  to  be  lessee  only,  and  that  the  parcels  in  tne  deed  under  which  he 
daimed,  in  some  respects  &ough  not  whoilji  corresponded  with  the  parcels 
in  the  lease  to  such  lessee ;  the  plaintiffs  were  held  entitled  to  inspect  the 
parcels  in  that  deed,  for  they  would  be  material  to  show  the  identity,  though 
the  defendant  had  sworn  that  his  documents  were  his  own  title  deeds,  exclu- 
sively related  to  his  own  title,  and  did  not  tend  to  prove  any  of  the  allega- 
tions in  the  bill. 

So  in  A.  G.  v.  Zambe,  11  Beav.  213 :  17  L.  J.  Ch.  164  (see  also  ibid.  3 
Y.  &  C.  162,  cited  ante,  p.  277)  where  the  question  was  whether  certain 
waste  lands  belonged  absolutely  to  the  defendant  or  whether  he  was  only 
tenant  in  common  thereof  with  the  Prince  of  Wales,  and  it  turned  upon  the 
point  whether  they  were  included  in  a  conveyance  to  him  by  T.  of  certain 
manorial  rights  of  which  T.  was  tenant  in  common  with  the  Prince  of 
Wales,  production  was  ordered  on  the  g^und  that,  though  the  terms  in 
which  he  had  claimed  protection  for  it  were  in  themselves  sufficient,  still 
imder  the  circumstances  it  might  contain  (see  p.  219)  matters  very  material 
to  the  plaintiff's  case. 

See  Egremoni  Burial  Board  v.  Egremont,  ^e,  Co,  ante,  p.  160. 

In  a  common  law  action  of  ejectment,  Doe  d.  Avery  v.  Langford,  21  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  216,  the  reversioner  of  a  lease  bringing  ejectment  for  property  charged 
to  be  comprised  in  a  lease  then  expired  was  allowed  to  inspect  the  lease  (on 
affidavit  of  no  copy  according  to  the  old  common  law  practice,  see  ante, 
p.  2C5),  and  of  the  assignment  thereof  to  the  defendant,  but  not  of  a  con- 
veyance to  him  of  freeholds,  though  otherwise  if  the  defendant  had  admitted 
the  plaintiff's  assertion  that  the  property  if  not  comprised  in  the  conveyance 
must  have  been  comprised  in  the  lease,  and  the  only  question  was  in  which 
it  was  comprised  (see  p.  218). 

Where  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  legfacy  charged  upon  property 
belonging  to  the  testator  not  in  settlement,  the  defendant,  claiming  that  the 
testator  was  tenant  in  tail  of  certain  estates  but  not  specifying  which,  and 
admitting  that  he  had  in  his  possession  a  copy  of  the  deed  creating  the 
entail,  but  asserting  that  it  made  out  his  own  title  and  did  not  tend  to  show 
any  title  in  the  plaintiff,  was  ordered  to  produce  it,  for  it  would  show  what 
lands  were  and  what  were  not  in  settlement :  Herey  v.  Ferrers,  4  Beav.  97. 

But  where  legatees  claimed  a  charge  on  the  testator's  real  estate  and 
obtained  a  decree  for  an  account,  and  subsequently  filed  a  bill  for  discovery 
and  production  of  deeds  against  a  person  claiming  as  tenant  in  tail,  a 
demurrer  to  setting  forth  the  deeds  under  which  the  defendant  alleged  the 
testator  was  tenant  in  tail  was  allowed,  though  it  was  argued  that  the  pro- 
duction would  show  what  estates  were  in  settlement  and  what  were  not : 
WxUon  V.  Forster,  Y.  280 :  and  see  ibid.  M*L.  &  Y.  274,  where  also  pro- 
duction was  refused,  ante,  p.  481. 

In  Fotts  V.  Adair,  3  Sw.  268  n,  a  suit  by  a  vicar  against  a  person  in 
possession  of  part  of  the  glebe  alleging  confusion  of  boundaries  and  praying 
a  commission,  he  was  allowed  to  inspect  maps  and  plans  referred  to  by  the 
defendant  in  his  answer. 

A  demurrer  by  overholding  tenants  under  expired  underleases  to  a  bill  of 
discovery  by  the  reversioner  of  the  original  lease  alleging  that  all  the  parcels 
comprised  in  the  lease  had  not  been  surrendered  and  that  by  reason  of  lapse  of 
time  it  was  difficult  to  ascertain  the  parcels  and  charg^g  possession  of 
documents  which  would  show  it,  was  overruled  independently  of  the  par- 
ticular relation  of  lessor  and  lessee  (as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  279) :  Brown  v. 
JFaUe,  L.  B.  15  Eq.  142. 

An  heir  at  law,  where  the  boundaries  were  confused  so  that  he  could  not 
bring  ejectment,  could  file  a  bill  to  know  what  were  the  farms  and  who  were 
in  possession :  Zoker  v.  Bolle,  3  Ves.  4. 
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rV.  The  old  Common  Law  Practice. 

In  the  oommon  law  courts  the  practice  under  the  0.  L.  P. 
Acts  (see  as  to  the  practice  under  the  common  law  equitable 
jurisdiction  and  profert  and  oyer,  antcy  p.  263)  differed  con- 
siderably from  the  equity  practice.  It  was  not  the  custom, 
either  under  14  &  15  Vict.  o.  99,  s.  6,  which  gave  the  power 
of  ordering  inspection,  see  antCy  p.  156,  nor  under  the  C.  L. 
P.  Act,  1854,  s.  50,  which  introduced  the  practice  of  the 
affidavit  of  documents,  see  antey  p.  156,  to  claim  protection  in 
any  particular  form ;  nor  did  the  court  give  the  same  conclusive 
effect  to  any  assertions  which  the  party  made  as  to  his  own 
documents :  see  for  instance  London  Gas  Light  Co,  v.  Chelsea^ 
cited  posty  p.  514  :  and  see  antCy  p.  155.  On  an  application 
for  inspection  under  the  first  act  the  applicant  must  file  an 
affidavit,  and  make  therein  such  statements  as  that  it  might 
appear  to  the  judge  that  the  documents  were  asked  for  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  the  applicant  to  support  his  case  and 
not  to  find  a  flaw  in  the  opponent's  case ;  and  the  party 
might  file  an  affidavit  in  reply  to  the  effect  that  they  related 
exclusively  to  his  own  case :  Hunt  v.  JSexcitty  7  Exoh.  236. 

Inspection  would  not  be  ordered  simply  to  enable  the 
applicant  to  see  whether  there  was  any  weakness  or  to  pick 
holes  in  his  opponent's  case :  Chartered  Bank  of  India  v.  Hichy 
4  B.  «&  S.  p.  81 :  Wright  v.  Morrei/,  11  Exch.  209  :  Hunt  v, 
Hcicitt,  7  Exch.  p.  244 :  Scott  v.  F?//*er,  2  E.  «&  B.  p.  563  : 
Galsworthy  v.  Norman^  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  p.  70 :  or  to  enable 
>iiTTi  to  make  out  a  case :  Chartei*ed  Bank  of  India  v.  Hich  : 
or  in  the  nature  of  a  fishing  application :  Soott  v.  Walker^ 
p.  560 :  or  to  see  whether  a  case  could  be  made  out  against 
him:  ManginoY.  Schneidery  7  Exch.  p.  231.  Where  there- 
fore the  applicant's  affidavit  was  vague,  inspection  was 
refused :  see  Mangino  v.  Schneider :  Wright  v.  Morrey : 
Pepper  v.  ChamberSy  all  cited  post,  p.  514 :  (see  antey  p.  495,  as 
to  the  difficulty  under  the  early  chancery  practice).  Discovery 
was  legitimate  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  original  case  or  to 
enable  him  to  answer  the  defendant's  case :  Crompton,  J.  in 
Scott  V  Walkery  2  E.  &  B.  p.  563  :  and  see  Coleridge,  J.  ibid, 
p.  561 :   Wooley  v.  Poky  14  0.  B.  N.  8.  p.  541. 
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See  as  to  any  distinction  between  a  document  constituting 
evidence  for  the  part  and  one  not  constituting  evidence : 
Hunt  V.  Heioittypost :  (in  chancery  see  ante^  p.  482). 

The  principles  laid  down  in  Hunt  v.  Hewitt  were  subse- 
quently approved  as  those  which  should  guide  the  court  in 
ordering  inspection  whether  under  that  act  or  the  0.  L.  P. 
Act,  1854  :  see  Chartered  Bank  of  India  v.  Rich^  pp.  80 — 81, 
82—83. 

In  the  last-mentioned  case,  pp.  82 — 83,  Blackburn,  J.  con- 
sidered that  the  court  had  not  merely  a  ministerial  duty  to 
order  inspection  of  all  documents  scheduled  as  relevant  in  the 
affidavit  made  under  sect.  50  of  the  act  unless  privileged,  as 
might  be  the  practice  in  equity  (see  antCy  pp.  154 — 155),  but  to 
do  what  was  just  between  the  parties  and  to  see  whether  the 
documents  were  such  as  would  tend  to  elucidate  facts  material 
to  the  applicant's  case  (as  to  there  being  legal  evidence  see 
ajitCy  p.  184  ) :  and  see  Houghton  v.  London  and  Countij 
Assurance  Co,  17  0.  B.  N.  S.  p.  83. 

So  Cockbum,  J.  in  the  same  case,  p.  80,  considered  that  the 
court  was  not  bound  by  the  denial  of  the  party  that  the 
documents  related  to  the  applicant's  case  but  would  protect 
them  if  it  could  collect  from  the  materials  before  it  that 
though  relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  they  were  not 
relevant  in  the  sense  of  tending  to  establish  the  applicant's 
case.* 

Books' and  other  business  documents  were  allowed  to  be 
inspected  in  the  following  cases :  but  the  inspection  would  be 
limited  to  particular  documents  or  parts  of  them  :  no  general 
liberty  to  ransack  them  would  be  given. 

In  Hunt  Y.  Sewitty  7  Exch.  236,  an  action  by  an  architect  for  commissions 
on  superintending  the  erection  of  boildings  for  the  defendant,  the  latter 
alleging  in  his  affidavit  denial  that  the  work  was  done,  exorbitant  charges, 
credit  given  to  another  person,  was  held  entitled  to  inspect  the  plaintiff*s 
journal  or  day  book  in  order  to  see  whether  there  were  any  entries  relating 
to  the  work  and  the  prices  charged  therefor,  though  the  plaintiff  denied  that 


*  In  this  case  (also  cited  anUy  p.  420)  the  documents  in  question  passed  in 
the  course  of  collecting  evidence  or  information  for  the  solicitor,  and  they 
were  described  as  specifying  the  evidence  which  could  be  given  and  as  in  no 
way  material  to  or  supporting  the  defendant's  case :  see  as  to  such  docu- 
ments and  the  application  to  them  of  the  test  of  not  supporting  the  adver- 
sary's case,  anUf  p.  487. 
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they  would  famish  material  evidence  in  support  of  the  defendant's  case,  or 
in  effect  show  the  truth  of  the  allegfations  in  his  affidavit,  the  defendant's 
case  was  of  a  negative  character  (p.  245),  and  he  did  not  seek  to  know  the 
evidence  by  which  the  plaintiff  supported  his  case,  for  the  books  would  not 
be  evidence  for  the  plaintiff :  (see  as  to  any  distinction  between  documents 
which  are  and  documents  which  are  not  evidence  for  the  party,  ante^  p.  512). 

In  Scott  v.  Walker^  2  E.  &  B.  555,  an  action  to  recover  a  deed  on  which 
the  defendant  an  attorney  claimed  a  lien  for  work  done,  the  plaintiff  alleging 
in  his  affidavit  that  the  defendant's  ledgers  and  journals  would  show  that 
the  work  was  done  for  another  person  and  not  for  himself  was  allowed  to 
inspect  entries  relating  to  the  particulars  of  the  lien  but  not  the  rest  of  the 
books:  Erie,  0.  J.  considering  that  the  inspection  should  be  limited  to 
specified  entries  (p.  562).  In  GaUtcorthy  v.  Norman,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  70,  the 
attorney  bringing  the  action  for  work  and  labour  done,  and  the  defendant 
alleging  that  the  work  was  done  for  another  person,  inspection  of  the  plain- 
tiff's documents  relating  to  this  question  was  allowed. 

In  actions  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  the  plaintiff  would  be  allowed 
inspection  of  the  defendant's  books  (of  specified  entries:  Erie,  0.  J.  p.  662) 
in  which  he  believed  the  articles  were  entered  to  his  credit :  Scott  v.  Walker ^ 
p.  563. 

In  Rayner  v.  AUhuaen,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  68,  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods, 
the  defendant  was  allowed  inspection  of  bought  and  sold  notes,  invoices, 
memoranda,  books  and  other  documents  containing  any  entries  relating  to 
dealings  between  the  plaintiff  and  a  third  party  whom  the  defendant 
alleged  he  had  paid  for  the  goods  and  between  the  two  parties. 

A  defendant  to  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  claiming  as  a  set-off 
commission  on  persons  introduced  by  him  was  allowed  to  inspect  portions  of 
the  phuntiff's  ledgers,  the  latter  being  at  libertjjr  to  seid  up  sudx  parts  as  he 
shoidd  swear  the  defendant  had  no  concern  with :  £uU  v.  Clarke,  15  C.  B. 
N.  S.  851. 

In  actions  for  wrongful  dismissal  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  inspect 
minutes  and  entries  in  his  late  employer's  books  and  writings  relating  to  his 
employment  with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to  dose  up  the  other  parts :  Sill 
V.  G,  JF.  jR.  Co.  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  148 :  Houghton  v.  London  and  County  Assur- 
ance  Co,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  80. 

In  British  Empire,  %e,  Co,  v.  Somes,  5  W.  B.  489,  an  action  to  recover  the 
excess  on  a  bill  paid  under  pressure  in  respect  of  repairs  to  a  ship  on  the 
ground  of  overcharge,  all  inspection  of  the  defendant's  books  showing  the 
amount  and  particulars  of  labour,  work  and  materials  was  refused  by  the  com- 
mon law  judge,  but  afterwards,  on  a  bill  for  discovery  being  filed  in  aid  of  an 
arbitration  on  the  same  matters,  5  W.  B.  813,  inspection  was  allowed  of  the 
returns  as  to  labour  done  and  materials  used,  but  not  the  prices  paid  for  the 
labour ;  for  there  was  nothing  to  show  what  had  been  done  oy  way  of  repairs, 
it  not  being  like  the  case  of  building  a  ship  to  which  the  rule  of  quantum 
meruit  womd  apply. 

See  ante,  p.  293,  as  to  inspection  by  shareholders  of  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany. 

Actions  for  Libel. — It  was  considered  that  a  person  who  ventured  to 
publi^  a  libel  or  slander  should  be  in  a  position  to  justify  his  conduct  and 
not  come  to  the  court  to  ask  for  assistance  to  get  up  some  proof,  and  in  par- 
ticular if  the  person  libelled  was  a  merchant  or  a  company  the  defendant 
would  not  be  allowed  to  search  the  books  of  business  of  the  merchant  or  the 
company  for  this  purpose :  Metropolitan,  ^e,  Co.  v.  ffatckins,  4  H.  &  N.  146, 
pp.  150,  151,  where  the  defendant  (a  shareholder  but  regarded  as  a  strangper 
qud  this  application :  qu.  whether  he  could  have  got  inspection  by  mandamus, 
ibid.  p.  148 :  and  see  ante,  p.  291)  was  held  not  entitled  to  inspection  of  the 
minute  book,  cash  books,  journals,  ledgers  and  other  books  containing  entries 
relating  to  the  business  during  a  particular  period,  in  order  to  support  a  plea 
of  justification  to  a  libel  imputing  insolvency  to  the  company.  See  also 
Gourley  v.  FlimeoU,  ante,  p.  463.     See  as  to  inspection  by  plaintiffs  in  actions 
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for  libel,  ante^  pp.  320,  347,  in  conneotion  with  the  subject  of  orimiiiatorj 
diflooYeiy.  In  Collins  v.  YateSf  27  L.  J.  Ex.  150,  an  action  of  libel  for 
inipating  dishonesty  to  the  plaintiff  while  in  the  defendant's  employment,  the 
pluntifP  was  allowed  to  inspect  accounts,  entries  in  books,  and  letters  relating 
to  his  employment  for  the  purpose  of  disproving  the  defence  of  justification, 
the  inspection  to  be  confined  to  the  particular  acts  of  dishonesty  charged,  but 
in  the  event  of  no  particulars  being  given,  to  be  general. 

In  an  action  against  the  keeper  of  a  licensed  lunatic  asylum  for  improper 
treatment  of  a  patient,  the  latter  was  allowed  to  inspect  the  books  of 
admission,  entries  of  removal  and  discharge  of  the  plaintiff,  medical  visitation 
book,  visitors'  book,  patients'  book,  licenses,  orders  and  medical  certificates 
and  letters  from  the  Commissioners  of  Lunacy  relating  to  the  plaintiff: 
HiU  V.  Fhilpf  7  Exch.  232.  Similar  inspection  was  allowed  in  Stilweli  v. 
Bueky  4  H.  &  N.  468,  an  action  by  the  Keeper  to  recover  expenses  from  a 
patient. 

Other  cases : — 

In  the  following  cases  inspection  was  refused  on  the  gnx>und  that  the 
applicant's  af&davit  (14  &  16  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6)  was  too  va^e  and  did  not 
sumcientiy  show  the  necessity  or  materiality  of  the  inspection  for  or  to  his 
case  (see  ante,  ]p.  511) : — in  Mangino  v.  Schneider ^  7  Exch.  229,  an  action  by 
a  stockbroker  m  respect  of  the  purchase  of  stock,  of  his  books,  of  certain 
bonds,  and  of  other  documents :  m  Pepper  v.  ChamberSj  ibid.  226,  an  action  to 
recover  for  services  rendered  to  the  defendant  company,  of  the  company's 
books :  in  Wright  v.  Morrey,  11  Exch.  209,  an  action  for  money  lent  to  the 
defendant's  wife  deceased,  of  the  plaintiff's  account  book  to  see  whether  the 
loan  was  made  before  or  after  marriage. 

In  Colman  v.  Truman^  3  H.  &  N.  871,  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  in 
not  accepting  goods,  the  defendant  in  support  of  his  defenr^e  alleging  fraud 
was  allowed  to  inspect  correspondence  between  the  plaintiff  and  consignors 
and  brokers  after  tiie  contract  and  the  alleged  breach,  though  said  to  in 
nowise  tend  to  prove  or  support  the  defence. 

In  WooUey  v.  PoUy  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  538,  an  action  by  the  insured  in  respect 
of  loss  of  furniture  by  fire,  and  where  the  defendants  imputed  fraud  to  the 

Slaintiff  both  as  to  the  fire  and  the  articles  alleged  to  have  been  burnt,  the 
efendants  were  ordered  to  produce  all  communications  between  themselves 
and  iheir  agents  with  whom  the  insurance  had  been  effected,  and  also 
between  themselves  or  their  agents  and  another  insurance  of&ce  with  which 
the  furniture  had  also  been  insured  relating  to  the  existence  of  the  property 
and  its  value,  but  not  (and  see  ante,  p.  417)  reports  and  lists  of  salvage  made 
by  the  surveyor  after  action  brought  for  the  directors'  information  and  the 
attorney's  use  in  preparing  the  ddPence,  and  as  to  the  lists,  being  a  portion 
of  their  evidence,  for  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  look  into  the  defendants' 
brief. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  gas,  the  defence  being  that  it  was 
defective  in  quantity  and  quality,  the  defendants  were  ordered  to  produce 
documents  containing  the  results  of  experiments  and  observations  made  by 
ihem  on  the  g^,  for  they  were  not  made  with  any  particular  reference  to 
this  litigation,  that  is,  were  not  in  the  nature  of  proofs  (p.  424),  and,  though 
the  defendants  had  sworn  to  the  effect  that  they  related  exclusively  to  their 
own  case  and  would  disclose  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiffs'  case  would 
be  disproved  and  their  own  case  established,  it  was  sworn  on  tiie  other  side 
that  tne  documents  would  show  that  the  gas  was  of  proper  quality,  and 
therefore  (p.  426)  they  were  evidence  for  both  sides :  London  Gas  Light  Co,  v. 
Chelsea,  6  G.  B.  N.  8.  411.  This  case  is  an  iostanoe  of  the  difference  in 
practice  at  common  law  and  equity  in  respect  of  the  conclusive  character  of 
the  affidavit  of  the  party  as  to  his  documents ;  see  ante,  p.  611. 

In  an  action  for  negligence  against  a  ndlway  company  the  company  were 
compelled  to  produce  reports  relating  to  the  lighting  of  the  station  (insufScient 
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lighting  being  alleged  as  one  of  the  causes  of  the  accident),  but  not  reports  of 
other  accidents  at  we  station,  nor  documents  showing  the  number  of  tickets 
issued  at  the  station;  and  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  discover  his  business 
accounts  for  five  years:  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  53. 

In  an  action  by  a  consignee  against  a  shipowner  for  damage  to  goods  by 
reason  of  the  ship's  unseaworthiness  production  was  ordered  in  the  plaintifirs 
favour  of  surveys,  general  average  statement,  bills  for  repair,  protest  and  log 
book,  it  being  considered  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  where  the  plaintiff  could 
have  no  means  of  informing  himself  of  matters  occurring  in  a  foreign  port 
except  by  looking  at  the  documents  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  300),  there  was  no 
distinction  between  an  underwriter  and  any  other  person,  though  it  might  be 
otherwise  as  to  matters  occurring  at  the  time  of  the  contract :  JDaniell  v.  Bond, 
9  0.  B.  N.  S.  716 :  and  see  Kellock  v.  Home  and  Colonial  Insurance  Co,\2  Jur. 
N.  S.  653,  where  underwriters  (the  defendant  company)  themselves  were 
ordered  to  produce  for  inspection  the  log  of  a  ship  which  they  had  at  their 
own  risk  repaired  after  its  abandonment  and  brought  home,  but  not  the  com- 
pany's risk  book  ledgers  surveyor's  report  and  letters  between  Lloyd's  on 
the  defendant's  behalf  and  the  plaintiff's  solicitors  and  brokers :  see  further 
as  to  underwriters,  Book  lU.  CShapter  II.  See  also  Ticizell  v.  Allen,  Bundle  v. 
Beaumont,  and  Roufe  v.  Howden  as  to  inspection  of  shipping  documents  under 
the  old  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction,  ante,  p.  268. 

In  actions  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  the  defendant  would  be 
allowed  to  inspect  letters  written  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  common 
law  equitable  jurisdiction :  see  ante,  p.  267 :  and  in  Chute  v.  Blennerhasaet, 
16  I.  K.  C.  L.  App.  9,  each  party  was  allowed  to  inspect  the  letters  that  he 
or  she  had  writt^  to  the  other  party.  In  Tape  v.  Lister,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  242, 
the  defendant  was  allowed  to  inspect  letters  from  himself  (and  also  those  to 
himself)  as  bearing  only  on  the  question  of  damages,  he  admitting  the 
promise :  see  also  ante,  p.  21,  generally  as  to  discovery  with  this  object : 
and  see  Ladde  v.  Walt  hew,  post,  p.  569  (plaintiff). 


Part  III. 

ACTIONS  FOR  THE  RECOVERY  OF  LAND. 

Actions  for  the  recovery  of  land  though  subject  to  the  same 
general  principles  as  other  eictions  require  special  consideration 
in  connexion  with  the  proposition  the  subject  of  this  Chapter, 
namely  that  a  party  is  not  bound  to  discover  the  evidence  of 
his  case  or  title. 

Many  of  the  cases  discussed  or  cited  aniey  Parts  I.  and  II. 
of  this  Chapter  (see  pp.  453,  481,  490,  502,  507—510)  were 
or  were  not  in  the  nature  of  actions  for  the  recovery  of  land. 
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I.  As  to  the  Plaintiff^  s  Right  to  Discovery  in  Actions  far  the 
Recovery  of  Land  either  by  a  Legal  or  Equitable  Title. 

(a)  Generally — Fishing  Actions —  Vague  or  embarrassing  Claims. 

Generally  the  position  of  a  plaintiff  in  such  actions,  just 
as  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  any  other  property,  seems 
open  to  the  observation  that  the  issue  being  whether  or  not 
he  is  entitled  to  the  land,  and  not  whether  or  not  the  defen- 
dant is  entitled  to  it,  any  discovery  which  goes  merely  towards 
impeaching  the  defendant's  title  is  immaterial  to  the  deter- 
mination of  that  issue  :  see  ante^  pp.  458,  467,  498,  as  to  the 
relative  positions  of  a  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this  respect : 
and  see  post^  p.  525. 

From  the  earliest  times  the  courts  have  been  always  careful 
to  protect  a  person  in  possession  of  land  from  undue  inquisition 
into  his  title  :  see  the  cases  post.  And  so  now :  see  post^  (b) 
and  (c) :  and  see  Ord.  XXI.  r.  21,  posty  p.  527. 

The  mischief  of  the  exposure  of  documents  of  title  extends 
beyond  the  particular  action :  for  though  the  title  might  not 
be  defective  as  against  the  particular  adversary  in  the  action, 
the  documents  might  reveal  defects  of  which  other  persons 
might  take  advantage :  Bellwood  v.  Wethercll^  1  T.  &  C. 
p.  220 :  Vansittart  v.  Barber,  9  Pri.  642  :  Phillips  v.  Phillips, 
40  L.  T.  p.  822 :  Wigr.  PL  5,  referring  to  Cocks  v.  St.  Bar- 
tholometc^s  Hospital,  8  Ves.  141 :  Shaftesbury  v.  Anvwsmith,  4 
Ves.  p.  71 :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  20  Ch.  D.  p.  488,  cited  post, 
p.  526 :  Kettktcell  v.  Barstow,  L.  E.  7  Ch.  p.  694,  cited  post, 
p.  523. 

Allusion  has  been  already  (see  p.  16)  made  to  fishing 
actions :  (and  see  also  ante,  pp.  461, 476,  as  to  fishing  discovery 
generally).  It  is  mainly  in  connection  with  the  title  to  land 
that  actions  of  this  kind  have  been  instituted.  So  great  is  the 
temptation  to  a  person  with  some  fancied  claim  to  another 
person's  land  to  get  an  opportunity  of  ransacking  his  title 
deeds  in  the  hope  of  discovering  some  defect  in  the  title  that 
the  most  shadowy  cases  have  frequently  been  launched  with 
the  view  of  finding  out  something  about  the  title  through  the 


ACTIONS  FOR  RECOVERY  OF  LAND.  517 

machinery  of  discovery :  see  Phillips  v.  Phillips  referred  to 
post  J  p.  521. 

In  early  times  the  judges  frequently  expressed  their  strong 
disapprobation  of  actions  of  a  fishing  character :  Benison  v. 
Ashlepy  2  Ves.  jun.  p.  461 :  Ivt/  v.  Keketvick^  ibid,  679  r 
Shaftesbury  v.  Arrowsmithy  4  Ves.  p.  71 :  Ryves  v.  JRpveSj  3  Ves. 
342  :  Buden  v.  JDore^  2  Ves.  444 :  Munday  v.  Knight^  3  Hare, 
497,  p.  502 :  and  see  Adderley  v.  Spencer  and  Bitson  v.  Darners^ 
referred  to  in  Eedes.  PL  190  :  and  see  ff  Connor  v.  Maloney 
postj  p.  530. 

«  This  ifl  a^fialiing  bill  to  know  how  a  man  makes  out  his  title  as  heir. 
He  is  to  make  it  out :  bat  he  has  no  business  to  tell  the  plaintiff  how  he  is  to 
make  it  out  :'*  Ivy  v.  Kekewicky  bill  by  heir  claiming  as  heir  ex  parte  matemsl 
seeking  discovery  of  the  particulars  of  the  pedigree  (see  postj  p.  628,  as  to 
discoyery  of  pedigree)  of  the  defendant  claiming  as  heir  ex  parte  patemd. 

<*  Ton  cannot  come  by  a  fishing  bill  in  this  court  and  pray  a  disoovery  of 
the  deeds  and  writings  of  the  defendant's  title.  If  indeed  there  were  any 
charge  in  the  bill,  g^eneral  or  special,  that  the  defendant  had  in  his  power 
deeds  and  writings  of  plaintiff's  title,  an  answer  must  be  given  thereto  '  (see 
antey  pp.  476,  491) :  Buden  v.  JDore, 

In  Rf/vea  v.  £t/ve8  the  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  which  contained  nothing  more 
definite  than  an  allegation  that  under  some  deeds  in  the  defendant's  posses- 
sion he  was  entitled  to  some  interest  in  some  property  in  their  possession, 
specifying  neither  deeds  interest  nor  property. 

As  a  matter  of  pleading  the  daim  may  be  so  uncertainly 
or  indefinitely  stated  as  to  make  it  demurrable  (but  not  under 
the  new  rules) :  Eedes.  PL  41 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  309 :  Houghton 
V.  BeynoldSf  2  Ha.  p.  267 :  Munday  v.  Knight,  3  Ha.  497, 
pp.  501—502 :  and  see  Wigr.  PL  190—203 :  or  under  the 
present  practice  liable  to  be  struck  out  as  embarrassing  under 
Ord.  XIX.  r.  27 :  see  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  4  Q.  B.  D.  127, 
referred  to  post,  p.  521.  Where  the  matter  essential  to  the 
determination  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  charged  to  rest  in 
the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  or  must  of  necessity  be  in  his 
knowledge  and  was  consequently  a  part  of  the  discovery 
sought  by  the  bill  a  precise  allegation  was  not  required : 
Bedes.  PL  42,  referring  to  Baring  v.  iVosA,  1  V.  &  B.  551, 
p.  553 :  but  see  also  Wormald  v.  Be  Lisle,  3  Beav.  19  :  and 
see  Wright  v.  Plumtree,  3  Madd.  411 :  and  Whyte  v.  Ahrens, 
ante,  p.  36. 
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(b)  As  to  the  Plaintiff 8  Right  to  Discovei^  and  Productian  of 
Documents  (1)  in  particular  as  to  the  Affidavit  of  Docu- 
ments^ (2)  generally. 

(1) 

It  might  be  supposed  that  the  yalidity  which,  as  haj9  been 
seen  {ante^  p.  503),  the  court  attaches  to  the  party's  oath  as 
to  the  nature  and  contents  of  documents  constituting  his  own 
evidence  would  afford  a  sufficient  protection  against  their 
improper  exposure,  and  that  every  person  would  thus  have 
in  his  own  hands  the  means  of  protecting  himseU  to  every 
legitimate  extent  from  exposing  his  documents  of  title.  Even 
however  the  mere  making  of  the  aflSdavit  of  documents  may 
be  prejudicial :  (see  as  to  the  distinction  between  the  order 
for  the  affidavit  in  chancery  and  at  common  law,  ante^  p.  154). 
The  affidavit  may  in  many  ways,  even,  as  has  been  pointed 
out  by  Pollock,  C.  B.  in  Adams  v.  Lhyd^  24  L.  J.  Ex. 
p.  505,  by  the  paucity  or  absence  of  documents,  give  or 
suggest  information  which  the  adversary  might  be  able  to  use 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  making  the  affidavit :  see  Phillips 
V.  PhillipSy  40  L.  T.  p.  817,  where  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
urged  that  if  the  affidavit  were  made  he  would  then  be  able 
to  specify  the  particular  documents  under  which  he  claimed. 
It  must  be  admitted  however  that  by  the  recent  decisions  see 
antey  pp.  488 — 490,  the  necessity  of  describing  the  documents 
has  been  so  limited  that  the  danger  of  disclosing  information 
of  importance  in  the  affidavit  is  very  much  diminished. 

An  objection  suggested  by  lindley,  J.  in  Phillips  v. 
Phillipsj  40  L.  T.  p.  821  (see  this  case  cited  post,  p.  522)  is 
clearly  one  of  substance :  namely  that  where  the  plaintiff's 
case  is  vague  and  indefinite  the  defendant  cannot  know  what 
documents  to  include  in  his  affidavit. 

Qu.  whether  it  would  ever  be  ordered  before  statement  of 
claim:  see  Phillips  v.  Phillips^  40  L.  T.  815,  cited  post, 
p.  522 :  but  see  the  suggestion  there  made  {posty  p.  522)  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  interrogating  to  a  particular  document. 

Qu.  whether  at  any  stage  of  the  action  it  is  so  much  a 
matter  of  course  as  in  an  ordinary  action :  see  Phillips  v. 
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PhUKpSy  cited  j[?ofi^,  and  j^os^,  p.  522:  ante  (a) :  and  j^o«/,  p.  520, 
as  to  any  distinction  between  a  claim  by  a  legal  and  by  an 
equitable  title. 

The  practice  pursued  by  Jessel,  M.B.  in  chambers  of  invariably  making 
the  common  order  (see  ante^  p.  154)  after  statement  of  claim  did  not  applyto 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  land:  Phillips  v.  Phillipt,  40  L.  T.  p.  822.  The 
order  would  frequently  be  deferred  until  after  defence :  ibid. 

In  the  New  British  Mutual  Investment  Co.  v.  Peed^  3  G.  P.  D.  196,  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  land  by  a  legal  title,  the  order  was  made,  Denman  and 
Lindley,  JJ.  considering  that  in  this  respect  there  was  no  difference  between 
an  ejectment  action  and  any  other  action,  and,  per  Lindley,  J.  that  the  rule 
that  the  defendant  in  ejectment  could  not  be  made  to  disclose  his  title  was 
never  carried  in  equity  to  the  extent  of  allowing  him  to  refuse  to  make  an 
affidavit  of  documents  (and  see  Rumhold  v.  Forteath^  post :  and  Cbitty,  J.  in 
Daniell  v.  Ford^  47  L.  T.  p.  677,  commenting  on  the  language  of  Lindley,  J. 
ante).     In  Phillips  v.  Phillips  however  before  the  same  judges  Denman,  J. 
at  p.  818,  observed  that  the  case  of  Kew  Britishy  ^.  Co.  v.  Peed  was  not 
much  discussed,  and  that  although  the  same  rule  applied  to  ejectment 
actions  a  different  rule  of  discretion  might  be  desirable :  and  see  extracts 
from  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  4  Q.  B.  D.  127  and  40  L.  T.  816  referred  to  post, 
p.  621.    An  affidavit  was  held  necessary  in  Wrentmore  v.  Hagley,  46  L.  T. 
751,  following  New  British,  6fe.  Co.  v.  Peed.    In  DanUll  v.  Ford,  47  L.  T.  676, 
affirmed  W.  N.  83,  p.  27,  Chitt^,  J.  refused  to  follow  Neto  British,  %€.  Co. 
V.  Peed,  considering  that  the  prmciple  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  A]^peal 
in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  20  Gh.  D.  484,  negativing  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  land  by  a  legal  title  to  interrogate,  was  applicable 
to  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents,  there  being  no  distinction  of  prin- 
ciple between  them :  (and  this  is  no  doubt  so,  see  ante,  pp.  156,  220).    LyeU  v. 
Kennedy  however  was  subsequently  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  see  post, 
p.  621 :  Daniell  v.  Ford  therefore  must  be  considered  as  overruled.*    See 
also  Forteteue  v.  Forteaeue,  cited  ante,  p.  490,  where  an  affidavit  was  made. 

Under  the  practice  in  chancery  the  order  seems  to  have 
generally  been  made. 

In  Rumhold  v.  Forteath,  3  E.  &  J.  44,  a  suit  by  an  heir-at-law  against 
devisees  for  discovery  in  aid  of  an  ejectment  action  and  for  an  injunction 
against  setting  up  terms,  but  by  the  offer  of  the  defendants  not  to  set  up 
terms  reduced  to  a  mere  suit  for  discovery,  on  motion  by  the  plaintiff  for 
production  of  documents  Lord  Hatherley  in  making  an  order  for  the  common 
affidavit  said,  "  It  may  probably  be  of  little  use,  but  I  think  that  the  common 
affidavit  must  be  made.  It  is  a  very  different  question  whether  the  defen- 
dants will  be  compellable  to  produce  the  documents  in  their  possession:  but 
at  present  I  cannot  say  that  there  may  not  be  documents  in  their  possession 
proving  the  plaintiff's  heirship  (see  as  to  this  post,  p.  623)  or  in  some  way 
assisting  his  case." 

So  the  order  was  made  in  Quin  v.  Bailiff,  iAtodpost,  p.  624 :  see  also  Potter 
V.  Waller,  cited  ante,  p.  277. 

(2)  See  antey  p.  518. 

See  as  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  land  where  the 
boundaries  or  parcels  are  in  dispute,  antey  p.  508. 

*  It  seem  that  before  the  order  was  drawn  up  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  was  reversed 
and  an  order  was  made  for  an  affidavit :  27  S.  J.  p.  332. 
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See  ante  (1)  as  to  the  affidavit  of  documents  in  partioular. 

There  is,  it  is  conceived,  no  distinction  between  the  right 
of  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  land  claiming 
by  a  legal  title  and  one  claiming  by  an  equitable  title  to 
discovery  and  production  of  documents.  In  each  case  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled,  as  in  fact  in  any  other  action,  to  the  pro- 
duction of  any  documents  which  will  assist  him  in  making 
out  his  title :  see  Li/ell  v.  Kennedy^  ^sty  p.  626,  with  regard 
to  interrogatories :  and  anUy  p.  274,  as  to  the  heir. 

In  the  court  below  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy ^  20  Ch.  D.  at  pp.  491 — 492  (an 
affidavit  of  documents  liaving  been  made  and  protection  claimed  for  them  as 
relating  solely  to  the  defence  of  the  defendant's  own  title)  Jesseli  M.  B.  held 
that  the  utmost  that  the  defendant  could  be  asked  to  produce  would  be  the 
deeds  or  documents  relating  to  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  that,  the  defendant 
having  sworn  that  they  related  solely  to  the  defence  of  his  own  title,  quite 
apart  from  the  rule  as  to  discovery  in  an  action  of  ejectment  the  plaintifE 
was  not  entitled  to  see  them.  In  an  ordinary  action  however  the  words  of 
protection  here  used  would  not  have  been  sufficient :  see  antCy  pp.  484,  494. 
The  judgment  of  Brett,  L.  J.  was  more  guarded.  He  considered  that  in 
actions  of  ejectment  the  court  should  be  very  careful  in  ordering  production 
of  documents,  though  the  same  rule  did  not  apply  to  discovery  of  documents 
as  to  administering  interrogatories,  that  the  plaintifP  was  entitled  to  see 
deeds  or  documents  alleged  by  him  and  admitted  by  the  defendant  to  support 
his  title,  but  that  if  the  defendant  swore  that  they  solely  related  to  his  own 
title,  in  ejectment  at  all  events  that  was  a  sufficient  answer.  But  qu.  It  is 
conceived  that  as  in  any  other  action  there  must  be  an  assertion  denying 
that  they  contain  anything  supporting  the  plaintiff's  title :  though,  for  the 
reason  stated  ante^  p.  516  (and  see  post^  p.  626),  no  assertion  negativing  the 
existence  therein  of  any  matter  impeaching  the  defendant's  title  is  necessary. 
In  the  House  of  Lords,  8  App.  Cas.  p.  229,  a  further  affidavit  was  ordered 
but  apparently  in  respect  of  other  (but  qu.  whether  not  the  same  or  some  of 
them)  documents  for  which  protection  was  intended  to  be  claimed  as  within 
the  doctrine  of  professional  privilege  or  as  being  consequentially  relevant,  but 
the  description  of  which  did  not  bear  out  the  claim. 

The  only  distinction  between  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
land  and  any  other  action  seems  to  lie  in  the  special  care 
which  the  court  will  take  to  limit  the  inspection  to  documents 
which  clearly  appear  by  the  defendant's  admission  to  be  of 
such  a  character :  the  reluctance  of  the  court  to  grant  any 
discovery  in  actions  of  a  fishing  character  has  been  already 
(see  antey  p.  616)  pointed  out.  "  A  defendant  is  entitled  to 
protect  himself  against  fishing  attempts  to  get  at  his  title 
deeds  and  will  be  entitled  to  prevent  any  one  from  getting 
that  which  he  pledges  himself  to  contain  only  his  own  title, 
and  not  to  contain  any  evidence  in  any  way  supporting  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff : "  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Phillips  v.  Phillipsy  4 
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Q.  B.  D.  p.  140.  And  Denman,  J.  in  Phillips  v.  Phillips^  40 
L.  T.  p.  820,  referring  to  this  passage  regards  it  as  containing 
two  propositions,  (1)  the  right  of  the  party  to  resist  making 
the  affidavit  of  documents,  (2)  his  right  to  refuse  eictual  pro- 
duction. So  again  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  another  part  of  his  judg- 
ment in  that  case  says  (p.  140) : — "  Before  an  order  ought 
to  he  made  for  the  production  of  any  title  deeds  under  the 
control  of  a  person  who  is  in  possession  of  land,  when  an 
attempt  to  get  them  is  made  by  a  person  who  never  has  been 
in  possession,  at  least  the  party  applying  ought  to  show  some 
reasonable  case  which  he  believes  to  be  true  before  any  court 
ought  to  order  a  defendant  in  possession  of  land  to  produce 
his  title  deeds,  the  production  of  title  deeds  obviously  exposing 
a  man  to  many  dangers  to  which  he  ought  never  to  be  made 
liable.^'  And  again  on  the  same  page: — "Eules  are  laid 
down  for  the  protection  of  persons  who  are  in  possession  of 
estates  to  protect  them  against  attacks  from  persons  who 
hoping  to  find  some  blot  in  their  title  sometimes  bring  actions 
against  them  without  reasonable  cause." 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  claim  that  by  certain  deedB, 
assurances,  wills  and  documents  in  the  defendant's  possession  he  was  entitled 
as  heir  male  and  residuary  devisee  to  some  persons  who  lived  upwards  of 
200  years  a^.  The  claim  was  struck  out  as  embairassing.  It  was  said 
by  Brett,  M.  R.  p.  136 :  '*  If  the  deeds  had  been  in  the  plaintifiTs  own 
possession  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  those  deeds  ought  not  to  have  been  set 
out,  but  if  they  meant  to  rely  on  the  fact  that  those  deeds  are  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  other  side  that  might  excuse  a  particularity  of  description  but 

cannot  excuse  some  statement  of  it It  is  impossible  that  the 

plaintiff  can  have  a  knowledge  that  he  is  entitled  to  possession  if  he  knows 
nothing  about  the  deeds.''  ....  He  then  suggests  that,  though  the 
plaintiff  did  not  know  the  contents  of  the  deed  or  the  person  who  made  it, 
he  might  have  some  admission  that  the  defendants  had  in  their  possession  a 
deed  which  gave  him  title :  but,  if  that  were  so,  the  admission  was  a  fact 
which  ought  to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings.  **  But,  if  he  has  no  such  ad- 
mission or  evidence  and  does  not  know  what  the  deed  is  under  which  he  is 
about  to  claim,  that  is  saying  in  other  words  that  he  does  not  know  what 
his  claim  is.  If  he  does  not  know  what  his  claim  is  he  has  no  right  to  make 
a  statement  of  claim  at  all."  And  so  Cotton,  L.  J.  p.  140  :  '*  fi  a  plaintiff 
is  doing  something  more  than  merely  guessing  that  by  possibility  he  may  make 
out  his  title  to  this  estate,  he  must  know  something  about  it  sufficient  to 
enable  him  to  state  the  facts  on  which  he  thinks  the  possession  of  this  estate 
must  come  to  him." 

The  statement  of  claim  having  been  struck  out,  the  plaintiff  adopted  a 
suggestion  thrown  out  by  BramweU,  L.  J.  p.  131  (and  see  Cotton,  L.  J. 
p.  140)  that  he  should  make  an  independent  application  for  discovery  and 
then  amend  his  pleading,  by  analogy  to  the  cases  at  common  law  where  the 
plaintiff  when  unable  to  give  further  and  better  particulars  because  the 
materials  for  giving  them  were  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  would  be 
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allowed  to  make  an  application  for  dlBOOvery  for  that  parpoae :  (see  anU, 
pp.  160,  161).  An  application  for  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents 
was  thereupon  made,  supported  by  affidavits  alleging  that  there  were  in  the 
defendant's  possession  documents,  mentioning  in  particular  two  doouments 
which  would  establish  his  claim.  Affidavits  in  answer  were  filed  on  behalf 
of  and  hj  the  defendants  meeting  more  or  less  completely  these  allegations, 
and  goncrally  denying  the  possession  of  any  document  impeaching  their  title 
or  supporting  the  plaintifP*s  title  *'  so  far  as  the  same  has  yet  been  disclosed." 
The  court  refused  the  application:  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  40  L.  T.  816: 
Denman,  J.  p.  819,  disapproving  the  suggested  analogy  between  an  ordinary 
action  where  particulars  are  required  and  a  case  in  which  an  attack  is  made 
on  persons  in  possession  of  property  by  an  attempt  to  get  an  affidavit  of 
discovery  as  to  the  whole  title  deeds  of  the  persons  in  possession,  and  con- 
sidering that  no  such  application  as  the  present  would  have  been  coon- 
tenanccd  by  Bramwell,  L.  J. :  and  so  Lindley,  L.  J.  pp.  821 — 822:  and  in 
particular,  p.  822,  considering  that  there  wore  no  special  circumstances 
disclosed  in  the  affidavits  which  should  make  them  depart  from  the  ordinary 
practice  (see  antfj  p.  159)  which  would  be  to  refuse  it  as  a  matter  of  course, 
though  it  might  be  that  the  defendants*  affidavit  would  be  insufficient  to 
protect  one  of  the  documents  from  actual  production  (p.  823)  if  made  after  an 
order  for  discovery  of  documeots:  and  that  in  this  particular  case  (p.  821) 
the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  forced  to  discover  documents  relating  to  the 
alleged  title  without  knowing  what  it  was  except  that  the  plaintiff  wanted 
possession :  for  that  he  would  be  placed  in  a  very  difficult  position  not 
knowing  what  documents  to  include  in  his  affidavit  as  relevant  to  the  allegjed 
title  when  he  could  not  tell  what  that  title  was  and  he  might  be  tempted  to 
swear  in  a  reckless  way  that  he  had  none. 

Leave  to  interrogate  as  to  a  particular  document  mic^ht  in  some  cases  be 
granted  before  claim :  ibid.  pp.  822 — 823,  Lindley,  L.  J.  thinldnfi  that  what 
Bramwell,  L.  J.  intended  was  an  application  for  some  limited  discovery  of 
this  kind,  and  that  for  such  an  application  these  affidavits  might  perhaps 
have  been  sufficient. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Kettktcell  v. 
BarstoiCy  L.  E.  7  Ch.  687,  may  also  usefully  be  consulted  in 
this  connection. 

The  action  was  one  for  recovery  of  land  by  an  heir  claiming  mainly  by  an 
equitable  title  (qu.  as  to  any  distinction  between  a  legal  and  equitable  tiUe 
see  ante,  p.  620).  The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  whole  of  the  relief  and 
discovery,  except  as  to  certain  matters  connected  with  the  plaintiff's  pedigree 
(of  which  he  professed  ignorance),  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  heir:  issues  as 
to  his  heirahip  were  directed.  The  defenduit  in  his  affidavit  of  documents 
claimed  proteistion  for  documents  in  one  schedule  in  effect  as  evidencing  or 
relating  to  (see  as  to  *'  or  relating  to  *'  antgy  p.  487,  and  generally  as  to  this 
form  of  protection  ante,  p.  482)  his  own  title  and  not  supporting  or  relating 
to  any  estate  right  title  pedigree  or  heirship  claimed  by  the  pliuntiff  or  any 
part  or  link  of  the  same ;  and  for  the  sealed  up  portions  of  two  copies  of 
pedigrees  in  the  same  words  or  **  that  they  did  not  relate  to  the  matters  in 
question  in  the  cause: ''  leaving  uncovered  such  parts  as  related  to  the 
direct  line  through  which  the  plaintiff  claimed.  A  further  affidavit  was 
ordered  by  Bacon,  V.  0.  (the  order  not  being  disturbed  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal)  as  to  the  first-mentioned  documents  on  the  ground  of  insufficient 
description  (see  as  to  this  ante,  p.  229)  in  the  schedme :  the  pedigrees  he 
ordered  to  be  tmoovered  and  produced  as  being  indivisible:  (see  post,  p.  624, 
as  to  this).  The  following  are  extracts  from  the  judgments  of  James  and 
Hellish,  LL.J.: — **  In  a  case  like  the  present  where  Uie  plaintiff  gives  no 
information  as  to  his  own  pedig^nee  but  merely  states  in  his  bill  that  he 
ia  heir  ex  parte  matern^,  it  would  be  very  dangerous  if  he  were  allowed  to 
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enter  upon  a  roying  enquiry  which  miffht  result  in  his  finding  flaws  in  the 
title  of  the  defendant  for  the  benefit  of  somebodj  else.  The  plaintiff  is  in 
substance  saying  '  If  you  show  me  all  your  documents  I  may  find  evidence 
which  may  enable  me  to  turn  you  out  of  possession.'  Every  document  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendants  may  in  some  indirect  way  help  the  plaintiif 
to  prove  something :  but,  before  we  can  order  this  pedigree  to  be  uncovered 
after  such  an  affidavit  as  the  defendants  have  made,  we  must  see  reason  to 
believe  that  the  covered  part  contains  what  would  tend  to  prove  something 
which  the  plaintiff  has  to  prove  at  the  hearing:"  James,  L.  J.  p.  694. 
<<  This  case  is  one  in  which  we  ought  to  be  very  cautious  as  to  onlering 
discovery.  The  intestate  died  in  1858  possessed  of  a  considerable  estate  and 
the  defendants  are  in  possession  both  of  the  estates  and  the  documents  of 
title.  The  plaintiff  states  his  title  in  the  vaguest  way  so  that  one  cannot 
help  suspecting  this  to  be  a  mere  fishing  bill  where  the  plaintiff  is  not  aware 
of  any  title  in  himself  but  is  trying  to  find  out  whether  ne  has  not  one.  .  .  . 
We  do  not  know  the  plaintiff's  case  and  cannot  see  that  the  discovery  has 
any  bearing  on  it.  The  defendants  swear  that  it  has  not,  and  under  such 
circumstances  it  ought  not  to  be  ordered,  for  its  production  might  be  very 
prejudicial  to  the  defendants  by  disclosing  something  which  would  ho 
mischievous  to  them  in  proceedings  between  them  and  third  (see  ante,  p.  616) 
persons:"  Hellish,  L.  J.  p.  694. 

It  was  said  by  Lord  Hatherley  in  Rumhold  v.  Forteath^  3 
K.  &  G.  748  (and  see  a  passage  in  his  judgment  antey  p.  519) 
p.  750  :  "  there  is  nothing  in  which  the  court  should  be  more 
careful  in  granting  an  order  for  production  of  documents  in 
aid  of  an  action  of  ejectment :"  and  he  observed  that,  if  any 
order  should  have  to  be  made  in  the  case  before  him,  he  would 
take  care  to  limit  the  discovery  to  that  to  which  the  plaintiff 
was  strictly  entitled. 

In  Dmm  v.  FerrieVy  18  "W.  E.  129,  which  was  said  to  have 
become  a  mere  ejectment  action,  the  plaintiff  was  not  allowed 
to  see  documents  (letters  pedigrees  and  counterpart  leases) 
described  as  evidences  of  the  defendant's  own  title  merely  to 
assist  him  in  impeaching  the  defendant's  legal  title. 

Where  a  person  recently  inducted  brought  an  action  of 
ejectment,  and  the  defendant  claimed  to  be  tenant  from  year 
to  year,  the  latter  was  held  bound  to  produce  the  agreement 
of  tenancy :  Anon,  W.  N.  76,  p.  11 :  but  this  order  could  have 
been  made  on  the  principles  of  the  common  law  equitable 
jurisdiction  discussed  antCy  p.  264. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  see  all  documents  showing  or 
relating  to  lus  pedigree ;  just  as  he  may  interrogate  thereto : 
seej^os^,  p.  626. 

See  as  to  the  heir,  ante,  p.  274. 

In  Bumbold  v.  Forteath,  an  order  having  been  made  on  the  defendants  for 
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the  common  affidavit,  see  ante,  p.  519,  they  admitted  possession  of  varioiis 
scheduled  documents,  but  objected  to  produce  them  on  the  ground  that 
having  regUrd  to  their  answer  such  production  was  immaterial  to  the  relief 
to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled.  Lord  Hatherley  after  discussing  and 
negativing  the  general  right  of  an  heir  to  see  the  title  deeds  of  the  estate 
•said,  '*M7  only  doubt  is  whether  in  case  any  portion  of  the  deeds  and 
writings  of  wmch  production  is  sought  by  this  motion  tends  to  show  or 
relates  to  the  pedigree  of  the  plaintiff  he  would  not  be  entitied  to  production 
of  that  portion  ;'*  and,  after  referring  to  HylUm  v.  Morgan^  6  Yes.  p.  299, 
where  Lord  Eldon  said  *'  as  to  the  pedigree  I  apprehend  a  production  would 
be  ordered,''  he  made  an  order  for  a  further  affidavit  stating  which  of  the 
documents  mentioned  in  their  former  affidavit  and  what  parts  related  to  or 
tended  to  show  the  plaintiff's  pedigree,  and  for  production  of  such  documents 
with  liberty  to  seal  up  such  parts  as  did  not  relate  to  or  tend  to  show  the 
said  pedigree. 

In  Quin  v.  Rateliffe,  9  W.  B.  65,  a  similar  case  the  defendant  in  his  answer 
to  the  original  bill  said  that  all  his  documents  made  out  his  own  titie  and 
did  not  tend  to  show  the  plaintiff's  titie.  The  plaintiff  th^eupon  amended 
his  bill  and  alleged  that  the  defendant's  documents  would  establish  his  titie 
as  heir  at  law.  The  defendant  answered  that  he  had  no  documents  affording 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  alleged  pedigree  or  title  and  refused  to  set  out 
a  schedule  or  make  the  common  affidavit.  He  was  ordered  to  make  the 
affidavit  stating  whether  any  and  which  related  to  the  plaintiff's  pedigree. 

See  also  Kettletcell  v.  Saratow,  ante,  p.  522. 

Becitals  in  a  deed  may  assist  in  making  out  a  pedigpree :  Ooster  v.  Baring , 
2  0.  L.  R.  811. 

Li  Wright  v.  Vernon^  1  Dr.  344,  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  land  by  an  equitable 
title,  an  action  of  ejectment  having  failed  on  account  of  outstanding  terms, 
Kindersley,  V.  0.  at  p.  352  said,  '*  I  am  of  opinion  that  as  to  any  documents 
in  the  defendant's  custody,  not  being  specially  protected,  tending  to  assist 
the  plaintiff  in  making  out  the  facts  requisite  to  prove  his  descent  the  plaintiff 
would  have  a  right  to  inspect  them  "  the  party  beins^  at  liberty  to  seal  up 
or  otherwise  conceal  such  parts  as  evidenced  exclusively  his  own  pedigree. 

See  as  to  extracts  from  parish  registers  showing  a  pedigree,  a  pedigree 
obtained  from  the  Herald's  College,  and  a  copy  of  a  supposed  pedigree 
ante^  pp.  392 — 394,  referring  to  Wright  v.  Vernon  :  and  Zyeli  v.  Kennedy, 

Notes  of  a  pedigree  were  protected  in  Mattock  v.  Heath,  W.  N.  75,  p.  201, 
as  being  private  memoranda  made  by  the  party  for  his  own  convenience : 
but  qu.  as  to  this  ground  see  ante^  p.  389. 

A  pedigree  is  not  necessarily  an  entire  or  indivisible  document  of  which 
the  party  is  entitied  to  see  the  whole  if  he  is  entitied  to  see  a  part,  so  as  to 
disentitle  the  adversary  to  seal  up  portions  of  it.  It  may  contain  the 
pedigrees  of  several  people,  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  defendants  and  of 
strangers  to  the  course :  Kettlewell  v.  Barstow,  L.  B.  7  Oh.  pp.  693,  694, 
reversing  the  opinion  of  Bacon,  V.  0.  contra :  see  this  case  referred  to  ante, 
p.  522. 


(o)  Oil  the  Plaintiffs  Bight  to  interrogate  (1)  generallyy  (2)  in 
particular  as  to  the  Nature  of  the  Defendant's  Title, 

(1) 

There  was  never  any  doubt  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  in- 
terrogate where  he  claimed  by  an  equitable  title :  see  Lyell 
V.  Kennedy,  20  Oh.  D.  484. 

Nor  is  there  now  as  to  his  right  when  he  claims  by  a  legal 
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title.  A  plaintifE  in  an  aotion  for  the  recovery  of  land  by  a 
legal  title  is  entitled  to  exhibit  interrogatories  in  order  to 
obtain  discovery  from  the  defendant  of  all  matters  relevant 
to  or  tending  to  support  his  own  case  and  not  the  defendant's 
case :  Lyell  v.  Kennedy^  8  App.  Cas.  217,  pp.  223,  224,  227 
and  233,  reversing  ibid.  20  Ch.  D.  484. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  the  plaintiff  in  suoh  an  action  had  no  right 
to  interrogate  at  all,  (1)  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  instance  of  a  bill 
of  discovery  having  been  filed  by  a  plaintiff  in  aid  of  an  ejectment  aotion 
before  the  Judicature  Act,  ('2)  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
was  not  allowed  to  administer  interrogatories  under  the  U.  L.  P.  Act  referring 
to  Horton  v.  Bott^  2  H.  &  N.  249,  (3)  that  the  Judicature  Act  was  an  act  of 
procedure  only  and  conferred  no  right  to  interrogate  where  none  existed 
before,  (4)  that  it  was  against  public  policy,  for  that  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
must  recover  by  the  strength  oi  his  own  tiUe  alone  and  must  prove  that  title 
by  his  own  means,  the  defendant  not  being  called  on  to  answer  anything 
or  to  disclose  anything:  (see  Brett,  L.  J.  p.  490,  and/)(»^,  p.  626,  as  to  the 
views  of  Jessel,  M.  R.  on  this  point). 

As  to  ground  (I)  the  following  oases  were  cited  before  the  House  of  Lords 
and  regarded  (p.  224)  as  showing  that  bills  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  plaintiffs 
at  law  in  actions  of  ejectment  were  neither  unknown  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery nor  exduded  by  any  rule  or  practice  of  that  court ;  but  that  they  were 
dealt  with  in  the  same  manner  and  on  the  same  principle  as  similar  biUs  in 
other  cases: — Crotvv.  Tyrrell^  2  Madd.  397;  BtUierworth  v.  Bailey  ^  15  Yes. 
358 ;  Wright  v.  Flumtree,  3  Madd.  481  (for  discovery  of  settlement  under 
which  plaintiff  claimed) ;  Pennington  v.  Beeehey,  2  8.  &  S.  282 ;  Drake  v. 
Drake,  3  Hare,  623,  p.  625 ;  Bettnett  v.  Ghssopj  3  Hare,  578,  referred  to, 
ante,  p.  272 ;  Brotcn  v.  Wales,  L.  B.,  15  Eq.  147,  referred  to,  ante,  p.  510 ; 
and  also  Eylton  v.  Morgan,  6  Yes.  293,  p.  294  (bill  to  restrain  setting  up 
outstanding  terms);  and /o>i«<  y. /one*,  3  Mer.  161,  pp.  170—171  (bill  for 
relief).  The  works  of  Sir  James  Wigram  and  Mr.  Hare  were  also  referred  to, 
pp.  224 — 227,  as  showing  no  trace  of  any  such  exception  to  the  ordinary 
practice  in  respect  to  bills  of  discovery  by  a  plaintiff  in  eiectment.  Other 
cases  were  also  cited  in  the  argument,  p.  219,  as  far  back  as  the  time  of 
Elizabeth.  See  also  Ckadwiek  y.  Broadwood,  3  Beay.  308 ;  Cholmondeley  y. 
Clinton,  2  Mer.  71 ;  and  Rumbold  v.  Forteath,  3  K.  &  J.  44,  748  (cited 
ante,  pp.  519,  623),  a  bill  also  praying  relief,  namely  an  injimction  against 
setting  up  outstanding  terms,  but  pn^cally  reduced  to  a  mere  bill  for  dis- 
covery by  the  defendant's  offer  not  to  set  them  up. 

As  to  ground  (2)  it  was  pointed  out,  pp.  223,  230,  that  the  discoyery  in 
question  in  Horton  v.  Bott,  was  of  matters  relevant  only  to  the  defendant's 
title  and  was  therefore  very  properly  refused :  see  further  as  to  Horton  y. 
Bott  and  this  point,  post,  p.  627. 

As  to  ground  (4)  it  was  said  that,  though  it  was  true  that  a  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  must  reooyer  on  the  strength  of  his  own  title  (and  so  a  plaintiff 
in  many  other  actions  as  for  the  recovery  of  chattels,  pp.  230,  232 — 233,  and 
see  ante,  pp.  468,  516),  there  was  nothing  in  public  policy  or  in  the  poUcy  of 
the  law  which  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  the  oidinary  right  of  proving  his  own 
title  by  the  lips  of  the  defendant,  pp.  233,  230,  though  it  would  l^  against 
public  policy  to  assist  him  in  searcning  into  the  evidences  of  the  defendant's 
title,  p.  223. 

As  to  ground  (3)  it  was  held,  agreeing  with  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the 
right  of  discovery  under  the  rules  of  the  Judicature  Act  was  not  in  principle 
more  extensive  than  it  was  formerly  in  Chancery,  pp.  223,  283 :  but  as  to 
this  point,  see  ante,  p.  8. 
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In  this  case*  the  interrogatories  were  directed  towards 
proving  the  plaintiff's  pedigree  and  also  for  the  purpose  of 
repelling  the  defence  of  the  statute  of  limitations  on  the 
ground  of  a  fiduciary  relationship  :  (see  similar  discovery  in 
Hardman  v.  EllameSy  cited  post^  p.  628).  In  Kennedy  v. 
Lyell^  23  Ch.  D.  387*  (see  this  case  also  referred  to,  antej 
p.  359)  the  plaintiff  there  being  the  defendant  in  Lyell  v. 
Kennedy  was  held  bound,  according  to  Jessel,  M.  R.  see 
p.  391,  to  answer  as  to  the  nature  of  his  possession  (see  as  to 
this,  posty  p.  627),  and  as  to  the  pedigree  (the  defendant's 
pedigree  as  alleged  in  his  defence)  so  far  as  he  knew  it 
Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  20  Ch.  D.  p.  488,  seems  to 
have  considered  that  it  might  be  theoretically  legitimate  to 
ask  questions  relating  only  to  the  plaintiff's  title,  but  that  in 
practice  such  questions  might  be  so  framed  as  to  prejudicially 
affect  the  defendant's  title  either  in  the  suit  itself  or  in  some 
new  suit  by  another  plaintiff,  questions  for  instance  as  to 
pedigree,  and  that  on  that  ground  he  should  have  no  right 
to  interrogate  at  all. 

In  Nolan  v.  Shannon^  1  Moll.  169,  an  Irish  case,  the 
plaintiff  claiming  (for  the  possession  of  land  and  discovery) 
as  heir  was  held  entitled  to  an  answer  to  the  statements  in 
his  bill  relating  to  his  own  pedigree  and  the  steps  in  it, 
a  plea  unaccompanied  by  an  answer  on  those  points  being 
overruled. 

In  an  action  of  ejectment  for  overholding  on  the  expiration 
of  a  lease  for  lives  and  forty-one  years,  the  only  question 
being  as  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  one  of  the  lives,  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  interrogate  thereto :  BeadY.  McJennetty 
6  I.  E.  C.  L.  267. 


*  The  plaintifl  claimed  as  poiohaser  from  the  heiis  of  D.  The  defendant 
BubBeqnently  oommenoed  an  action  of  Kennedy  v.  Lyell^  claiming  as  a  com- 
mon informer  nnder  32  Hen.  8,  c.  9,  the  penalty  of  half  the  value  of  the 
estate.  The  defence  raised  two  gfrounds :  first  that  the  title  purchased  was 
not  a  pretended  title,  second  that  the  owners  were  not  out  of  possession,  for 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  as  agent  for  them. 
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(2)  See  ante,  p.  524. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  (pp.  446,  448)  that,  in  addition  to 
the  party's  right  as  a  matter  of  pleading  to  know  what  his 
adversary's  ease  is,  he  is  also  entitled  for  certain  purposes  to 
have  discovery  of  the  facts  on  which  the  adversary  relies 
to  establish  that  case  or  of  its  nature  as  distinguished  from 
the  evidence  of  it.  Where  however  the  title  to  land  is  in 
question  the  proposition  that  a  party  is  entitled  to  discovery 
of  his  adversary's  title  must  be  applied  with  some  care,  the 
word  "title"  having  obviously  a  far  wider  meaning  than 
the  word  "  case."  Where  the  discovery  which  is  sought  of 
the  nature  of  the  adversary's  title  does  not  go  beyond  a  dis- 
closure of  the  nature  of  his  case  it  must  be  given.  But 
a  defendant  who  comes  under  the  provisions  of  0.  XXI.  r.  21, 
and  is  thereby  absolved  from  the  obligation  to  plead  his  title 
unless  it  is  an  equitable  one,  it  being  sufficient  to  state  that 
he  is  in  possession,  is  not  bound  to  disclose  the  nature  of  his 
title  by  way  of  discovery,  for  that  title  is  not  his  case.  In 
effect  therefore  such  a  defendant  is  protected  from  discovering 
the  nature  of  his  title.  In  Hortan  v.  Bott  (cited  antey  p.  525) 
the  purport  of  the  judgment  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right  to  call  upon  a  person  in  possession  to  state  by  what 
title  he  was  in  possession.  In  L^ell  v.  Kennedy  the  inter- 
rogatories related  to  the  plaintiff's  title  :  see  antey  p.  526  :* 
but  see  Kennedy  v.  Lyell,  ante,  p.  526  (interrogatories  as  to  the 
nature  of  defendant's,  Kennedy's,  possession). 

In  Bleazby  v.  Bleazhy,  10  L.  E.  Ir.  Q.  B.  C.  P.  Ex.  D. 
60,  action  by  administratrix  to  recover  possession  of  leasehold 
property  of  the  intestate,  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  defendant  (intestate's  son) 
went  into  possession,  the  instruments  under  which  he  held 
and  the  character  of  his  possession  were  disallowed. 

*  It  will  be  obeerred  that  in  the  Lord  Chancellor'B  judgment  some  stress 
seems  to  be  hiid  upon  the  expresidon  discoyezy  relevant  or  relating  to  the 
plaintiff's  case.  It  is  not  clear  from  the  Judgment  whether  this  expression 
was  adopted  as  being  that  used  in  Sir  J.  Wigram's  book  in  reference  to  dis- 
covery generally  (not  adopted  here  for  the  reasons  pointed  out  on^,  pp.  1 1 — 13), 
see  pp.  227,  224 :  or  whether  it  was  adopted,  see  p.  223,  in  (nder  to  mark 
the  exclusion  uf  all  discovery  of  the  nature  of  the  defenduit's  title. 
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See  also  posi,  p.  531,  discussing  Metcalfe  v.  Harcey  and 
other  cases  in  connection  with  a  plaintiff's  obligation  to  difi« 
cover  the  nature  of  his  title.  See  as  to  any  distinction  in 
this  respect  between  the  position  of  a  plaintiff  and  defendant 
in  an  ordinary  action,  ante^  p.  458. 

Other  cases. 

In  the  argoment  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy,  p.  220,  fonr  cases,  EacU  v.  Jaeoh»t 
3  Ex.  D.  337  (referred  to  ante,  pp.  446,  457) ;  Toicne  v.  Cocks,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  46 
(referred  to  ante,  p.  458)  ;  Sketchley  v.  Connolly,  11  W.  B.  573;  and  Harland 
y.  Emerson,  8  Bli.  N.  8.  62.  (see  post,  as  to  these) ;  were  relied  on  in  support 
of  the  proposition  that  the  plaintiff  could  ask  what  case  the  defendant  was 
going  to  make  against  him  at  the  trial,  e  y,  whether  he  was  going  to  deny 
that  the  plaintiff  was  heir  or  set  up  some  other  heir.  Hardman  y.  EUamee, 
6  Sim.  640 :  2  M.  &  K.  732,  may  also  be  referred  to  as  being  somewhat 
similar  to  Lyell  y.  Kennedy.  There  it  was  held  that  a  general  plea  of  adyerse 
possession  was  not  sufficient,  for  it  gaye  the  plaintiff  no  notice  of  the  defence 
he  had  to  meet  and  that  he  must  set  forth  how  and  in  what  manner  and  by 
whom  the  alleged  possession  was  adverse,  but  (p.  740)  a  plea  of  *'no  heir*' 
was  good  without  ayerring  who  was  the  heir,  for  the  defendant  might  be 
able  to  proye  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  heir  but  not  who  was,  and  there  was 
no  uncertainty  as  to  the  defence.  In  reference  to  Harland  y.  Emerson  (see 
this  case  also  cited  ante,  p.  500)  it  is  sufficient  here  to  say  that  neither  on 
appeal  nor  in  the  court  below  did  the  decision  rest  upon  or  even  involye  the 
necessity  of  disclosing  any  matters  connected  with  the  defendant's  own  title, 
that  is  to  say  in  this  case  answering  interrogatories  inquiring  into  his 
pedigree. 

In  Sketchley  y.  Connolly  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment  was  allowed  to  ask  the 
defendant  whether  some  other  person  was  not  the  real  defendant,  and  whether 
he  was  not  defending  it  in  the  defendant's  name  and  to  protect  his  own 
interest,  Blackburn,  J.  observing  that  there  was  no  difference  in  practice 
between  an  ejectment  and  any  other  action :  see  also  ante,  p.  89,  as  to  an 
interrogatory  of  such  a  nature. 

In  Bennett  y.  Gloswp,  3  Ha.  578,  cited  in  Lyell  y.  Kennedy,  the  defendant 
set  out  his  title  in  the  answer. 

In  Baker  y.  Mellish,  11  Yes.  p.  76,  Lord  Eldon  questions  whether  a  court 
of  equity  would  compel  a  defendant  in  ejectment  to  discover  his  title  in 
answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery. 

In  Ivy  y.  Kekewiek,  2  Yes.  jun.  679  (and  see  ante,  p.  517)  the  defendant 
claiming  as  heir  ex  parte  patemcl  was  held  not  bound  to  discover  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  persons  in  his  pedigree  their  births  deaths,  &c.  to  the  plaintiff 
claiming  as  heir  ex  parte  matema :  and  see  Kettlewell  v.  Dyson,  post,  p.  634. 

See  a^  Potter  y.  IValker,  ante,  p.  277  :  Grattan  y.  Wall,  ante,  p.  449 :  Com^ 
missioners  of  Sewers  y.  Glasse,  ante,  p.  452 :  Bute  y.  Lewis,  ante,  p.  453 :  Stroud 
y.  Deacon,  ante,  p.  505 :  Adderley  y.  Spencer  and  Sitsof^  y.  Danvers,  Bedea. 
PI.  190. 

A  case  of  A.  G.  y.  Corporation  of  London,  2  M.  &  G.  247,  a  suit  for  de« 
termining  the  respective  rights  of  the  Crown  and  the  corporation  to  the  bed 
of  the  Thames,  was  referr^  to  both  in  Lyell  y.  Kennedy,  20  Ch.  D.  484,  and 
Iforton  y.  Bott,  2  H.  &  N.  p.  251,  as  apparently  inconsistent  with  the  limita- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  interrogate,  but  vlb  being  in  fact  an  altogether 
exceptional  case  (and  to  some  extent  admitted  by  Lord  Gottenham  to  be  so, 
see  p.  268),  the  question  being  whether  the  rights  that  the  defendants  were 
exercising  were  to  be  referred  to  their  position  as  conservators  or  to  the 
.position  of  ownership  which  they  claimed.  Passages  in  the  judgment  in  this 
case  are  referred  to  ante,  pp.  447,  505.  It  is  sufficient  to  state  here  that  it  was 
held  that  it  was  not  enough  for  the  defendants  to  deny  the  title  of  the  Grown 
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and  assert  their  own,  bat  they  must  show  a  title  which  if  proved  would  dis- 
place that  of  the  Grown,  p.  268,'  and  therefore  they  must  say  under  what 
charter  or  grant  they  claimed,  for,  p.  263,  that  was  not  an  investigation  of 
the  defendants'  title  except  as  to  the  foundation  of  it  (but  the  Crown  was 
not  to  see  the  charters  themselves  for  that  would  be  investigating  the  evi- 
dence on  which  the  defendants  relied,  p.  263),  and  also  whether  it  was  not 
true  that  no  charters  granted  to  them  contained  any  nant  of  the  soil,  and 
this  independently  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  know  what  the  defence  was, 
and  as  part  of  his  case  for  he  had  a  right  to  a  discovery  of  what  they  did  or 
did  not  contain  so  far  as  it  constituted  his  own  title,  p.  262,  and  also  whether 
certain  admitted  acts  were  not  referable  to  their  tiue  as  conservators.    See 


628.     To  follow  ^^  Other  cases.'^ 

The  distinction  between  an  action  for  ejectment  in  which 
the  defendant  is  protected  from  disclosing  his  title,  and  an 
action  for  trespass  where  he  is  not  necessarily  so  protected,  is 
well  shown  by  a  recent  case  of  Cayley  v.  Sandycroft  Co.  33 
W.  E.  577.  The  plaintifE  alleged  that  the  defendants  had 
worked  coal  under  his  land :  the  defendants  denied  his  title 
but  did  not  state  their  own.  They  were  held  bound  to  give 
some  answer  to  an  interrogatory  asking  under  what  document, 
with  the  dates  and  parties  thereto,  or  under  what  licence  or 
authority,  and  from  whom  obtained,  they  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  the  coal ;  for  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  know 
what  right  the  (iof  endants  were  setting  up  against  him,  and 
it  was  no  protection  to  say  that  the  documents  exclusively 
supported  their  own  case,  for  it  did  not  follow  that  the  docu- 
ments must  be  produced. 

See  also  the  recent  case  of  Bidder  v.  Bridges^  discussed  ante^ 
p.  446,  in  connection  both  with  the  plaintifE^s  {post^  pp.  529 
—  534)  and  defendant's  {antey  pp.  527—529)  obligation  to 
discover  the  nature  of  his  title. 


The  general  distinction  between  the  position  of  a  plaintiff 
and  defendant  in  regard  to  discovery  has  been  pointed  out 
antey  pp.  468, 498. 

There  are  oases  {e^^post)  which  would  seem  to  lay  a  peculiar 
obligation  on  the  plaintiff  to  give  discovery  and  in  particular 
of  the  nature  of  his  title :  see  ante,  p.  468,  denying  any  such 
special  obligation  in  an  ordinary  action :  and  see  ante^  p.  446, 
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as  to  the  general  obligation  of  a  party  to  give  suoli  discovery, 
and  antcj  p.  527,  as  to  a  defendant's  obligation  in  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  land. 

Lowndes  y.  DavieSf  6  Sim.  468,  cross  bill  for  relief  and  for  discovery  of, 
tanong  other  things,  the  births  deaths  residences  &o.  of  the  persons  in  the 
defendant's  pedigree  and  of  pedigrees  and  other  documents :  '  *  I  think  it  waa 
very  judicious  in  Mr.  Lowndes  to  file  this  bill  because  it  enables  him  to  ex- 
tort n'om  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Davies  an  answer  as  to  every  fact  which  can  be 
brought  forward  by  them  to  sustain  their  case  at  law,  it  being  admitted  that 
the  case  by  which  they  are  to  succeed  at  law  is  the  identical  case  by  which 
they  are  to  succeed  in  equity.  And  if  a  person  will  file  a  bill  he  is  of  course 
exposed  to  the  ordeal  which  the  defendant  may  subject  him  to  by  filing  a 
OV06S  bill ;  and  he  is  then  bound  to  set  forth  an  answer  to  all  the  matter 
which  concerns  his  title ;  for  the  truth  of  the  matter  which  concerns  his  title 
is  material  to  the  defendant's  defence  in  equity.  With  respect  to  those 
allegations  which  relate  to  certain  matters  regarding  the  plaintiffs  title  I 
thizuE  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  file  a  cross  bill  to  know  whether  they  are 
true  or  false :  and  though  it  may  seem  to  be  immaterial  to  ask  whether  the 
count  had  been  deliver^,  it  is  a  question  ihat  leads  to  that  which  is  ma- 
terial, namely  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  averments  in  the  count.*'  And 
beinff  of  opinion  that  he  -was  primd  facie  entitled  to  the  relief  the  V.  G.  over- 
ruled the  demurrer. 

This  case  is  referred  to  in  Wigr.  Fl.  377,  378  and  disapproved,  as  opposed 
to  the  rule  that  each  partv  must  stand  on  the  strength  of  his  own  case  and 
may  not  pry  into  that  of  his  opponent's  case,  for  that  the  discovery  sought 
was  not  necessary  to  the  defence  of  the  action  except  so  far  as  it  might 
enable  him  to  d^rove  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  (see  as  to  this  point,  ante, 
pp.  458,  494,  and  &  Connor  v.  Malone,  post) :  that  the  only  ground  on  which  it 
could  be  supported  would  be  that  a  plaintiff  is  subject  to  a  more  inquisitorial 
jurisdiction  than  a  defendant,  a  proposition  which  he  disputes  (rightly  it  is 
conceived,  see  antSf  p.  468),  for  that  a  plaintiff  making  an  unjust  claim  is 
amenable  to  no  greater  censure  than  a  defendant  making  an  imjust  defence, 
and  ea^  is  entitled  to  the  same  privileges  with  respect  to  the  evidence  of 
his  own  title. 

In  0*  Connor  ▼.  Malone,  Sausse  &  So.  616,  Sir  Michael  O'Loghlen,  M.  R. 
considered  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  discover  the  facts  on  which  he 
relied  to  prove  his  pedigfree,  the  births  deaths  residences  &c.  of  all  the  persons 
therein,  (not  the  names  of  his  witnesses  or  their  evidence,  pp.  650 — 552), 
dting  (pp.  645—647)  Loumdes  v.  Davies  (ante),  for  that  there  the  discovery 
was  not  merely  of  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  but  was  of  facts  that 
might  tend  to  defeat  the  claim,  to  show  that  his  case  was  fabricated  or  his 
chum  barred,  and  also  the  contents  of  any  statements  of  pedigree  prepared 
bv  his  fatber  or  other  persons,  or  any  documents  relating  to  his  pedigpree, 
oituig  (p.  648)  Bolton  v.  Corp.  of  Liverpool,  3  Sim.  p.  487  (see  this  case 
ante,  pp.  370,  496)  where  cases  for  counsd's  opinion  (at  that  date  un- 
priTile^d  see  ante,  p.  370)  were  ordered  to  be  produced  as  tendinff  to  show 
that  the  plaintiffs  nad  not  that  title  which  they  alleged  they  had,  and 
also  (p.  549)  citing  Storev  v.  Lennox  (see  this  case  cited  ante,  pp.  410 — 413) 
on  the  general  g^und  that  (pp.  638,  540,  542)  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  discovery,  though  it  did  not  tend  afiSrmatively  to  establish  his  title  but 
only  to  deroat  the  plaintiff's  daim  (see  as  to  this  ante,  pp.  468,  494,  497) :  in 
particular  that  a  plaintiff  coming  into  equity  to  enforce  his  claim  to  an 
estate  (p.  641)  must  disclose  facts  within  his  knowledge  and  perhaps  unknown 
to  his  adversary  which  would  if  proved  or  admitted  show  uiat  his  claim  was 
an  unrighteous  one,  citing  Metcalfe  v.  Sarvey  and  other  cases  referred  to 
post,  p.  531,  the  defendant's  case  or  title  bemg  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
title,  and  distinguishing  cases  like  Jry  ▼.  Xekettick  {ante,  p.  628)  on  the 
ground  that  there  the  discovery  was  sought  from  the  defendant  in  possession 
at  the  iniitance  of  the  party  out  of  possession  (pp.  687,  641,  650). 
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^  The  Iff.  R.  in  this  case  pushes  the  right  of  discovery  beyond  its  proper 
limits.  A  plaintiff  may  as  there  said  (p.  642^  be  compelled  to  answer  on 
oath  as  to  the  tmth  of  the  statements  in  his  pleadings,  see  ante,  p.  448 :  he 
may  be  compelled  to  disclose  the  nature  of  his  case  if  it  is*  not  disclosed  in  the 
pleading,  see  antef  p.  448 :  he  may  be  compelled  to  answer  questions  on 
specific  points  tending  to  show  that  his  claim  is  nnfoimded  (eee  p.  452, 
suggesting  a  charge  that  plaintiff  has  an  elder  brother  living),  see  anUf 
p.  464,  and  po»t,  p.  632 :  but  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  disclose  m  answer  to 
general  questions  every  fact  which  it  may  be  necessary  for  him  to  prove  in 
order  to  establish  hiH  claim  (as  said  p.  638) :  and  as  to  the  statements  of 
pedigree  it  seems  dear  that,  even  if  they  were  not  evidence,  they  might  have 
been  protected  as  exclusively  relating  to  his  own  title  and  containing 
nothing  impeaching  it,  &c. :  see  ante,  pp.  481 — 487 :  the  documents  in  Bolton 
J.  Liverpool  being  protected  by  no  such  statement. 

In  Ingilby  v.  Shafto  (referred  to  fully  antey  p.  448)  Lord  Bomilly  confined 
the  defendant's  right  to  discovery  within  very  narrow  limits :  but  on  the 
ground  that  the  right  of  a  party  filing  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  pro- 
secution of  or  the  defence  to  an  action  at  law  was  not  on  a  level  with  that  of  a 
party  seeking  relief  and  discovery  in  the  same  action  in  equity,  and  not  on 
any  grounds  connected  with  the  peculiar  position  of  a  defendant  in  eject- 
ment. He  considered  that  the  discovery  ordered  in  Fliteroft  v.  Fletcher  (see 
potty  p.  634)  could  not  have  been  obtained  by  a  bill  of  discovery  in  equity. 
In  Garle  v.  Bobinsorif  3  Jur.  N.  S.  633,  bill  by  a  defendant  in  eiectment  for 
discovery  of  matters  connected  with  lus  own  title  and  also  of  tne  nature  of 
tiie  plaintiff^s  claim,  Uie  action  was  stayed  until  some  sort  of  answer  was 
given ;  for  at  all  events  he  was  entitled  to  an  admission  or  denial  of  the 
statements  in  his  bill  as  to  his  own  title. 

In  two  events  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  plaintiff  is 
under  a  special  obligation  to  give  discovery  of  the  nature  of 
his  title  (a),  where  the  defendant  claims  no  interest  but  is  in 
the  position  of  a  quasi-stakeholder  (b),  where  the  defendant 
has  been  long  in  possession  and  the  plaintiff  is  a  stranger  of 
whose  title  he  is  wholly  ignorant.  A  passage  in  Lord  Hard- 
wioke's  judgment  in  Metcalfe  v.  Henry ^  1  Ves.  248 :  perhaps 
originally  suggested  these  exceptions.  "The  question,"  he 
says,  "  comes  to  this  whether  any  person  in  possession  of  an 
estate  as  tenant  or  otherwise  may  not  bring  a  bill  to  discover 
the  title  of  a  person  bringing  an  ejectment  against  him,  to 
have  it  set  out  and  see  whether  that  title  be  not  in  some  other. 
I  am  of  opinion  he  may  to  enable  him  to  make  a  defence  in 
ejectment  even  considering  him  as  a  wrongdoer  against  every 
body." 

(a)  See  ante. 

In  Wigr.  PL  379 — 382,  Metcalfe  v.  Harvey  is  supported  on 
the  following  grounds,  namely  that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which 
an  adverse  title  was  set  up,  but  the  defendant  in  ejectment 
daimed  no  interest  in  the  property  and  was  quasi  a  stakeholder^ 
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and  in  fact  filed  his  bill  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  interplead 
with  some  other  person,  and  that  the  bill  might  have  contained 
charges  which  made  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  some 
answer  as  to  the  nature  as  distinguished  from  the  evidence  of 
his  title.  See  also  Hare,  pp.  205 — 208  excepting  cases  of  this 
kind  from  his  proposition  as  to  (see  ante^  p.  497)  discovery 
affirmatively  supporting  the  applicant's  case.  On  the  same 
grounds  the  learned  author  ( Wigram)  supports  Olegg  v.  Legh^ 
Parker  v.  Legh^  4  Madd.  193 :  Boicman  v.  Lygon^  1  Anst.  1 : 
Bellivood  V.  TTetherelly  1  T.  &  0.  21 1 :  Why  man  v.  Leghy  6  Pri. 
88 :  (all  of  them  bills  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  suits 
for  tithes)  :  and  Bedford  v.  MacnamarOy  1  Pri.  208 :  (all  of 
these  cases  cited  j^os^). 

If  by  discovery  of  the  nature  of  the  party's  title  is  meant 
something  beyond  a  discovery  of  the  nature  of  his  ctise  (see 
antCy  p.  527),  then  it  seems  legitimate  to  rest  cases  of  this 
character  on  their  peculiar  grounds. 

But  the  cases  are  it  is  conceived  illustrations  of  the  point 
discussed  antCy  pp.  460 — 465,  (and  in  particular,  p.  462, 
referring  to  Finney  v.  Forwood),  namely  that  in  every  action 
a  party's  right  to  discovery  must  be  measured  under  some 
circumstances  by  the  case  which  he  has  put  forward  in  his 
pleadings.  And  where  he  alleges  a  case  of  the  kind  suggested 
he  is  entitled  on  general  principles  to  discovery  to  support  it, 
and  the  discovery  to  which  he  is  thus  entitled  must  of  necessity 
have  relation  to  the  plaintiff's  title. 

In  OUffff  ▼.  Zegh  and  Parker  v.  Zegh,  where  there  was  a  definite  charge 
that  the  plaintiff  had  conveyed  away  the  tithes  he  was  compelled  to  answer 
it  but  not  to  discover  his  title  or  to  set  forth  his  title  deeds  or  the  contents  of 
them :  see  also  Whyman  v.  L$gh,  In  Bowman  v.  Zypon,  p.  6,  it  was  said 
that  the  plaintiff  must  answer  whether  the  predecessor  in  title  of  the  defen- 
dant had  paid  tithes ;  but  there  was  no  decision  as  to  the  exact  measure  of 
discovery  to  which  the  defendant  would  be  entitled :  see  this  case  referred  to  in 
BeUwood  V.  Wetherally  p.  216.  In  Bedford  v.  Maenamara^  an  action  on  the 
covenant  for  dilapidations,  the  plaintiff  was  held  bound  to  answer  the  charge 
of  having  conveyed  away  his  mterest  to  trustees,  and  also  to  produce  the 
actual  conveyance. 

In  BeUwood  v.  Wetherall,  pp.  226 — 217,  Lord  Ablnger  drew  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  cases  where  the  defendant  made  some  de&iite  allegation  to 
the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  or  was  no  longer  entitled  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action  either  as  having  conveyed  away  his  title  to  it  or  on  other 
g^unds,  and  that  he  feared  being  harassed  a  second  time  by  some  other 
person  in  respect  of  the  same  matter,  and  cases  where  no  such  definite  allega- 
tion was  made,  imder  the  latter  circumstances  refusing  him  disooveiy  even 
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of  the  natare  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  under  the  former  oiroomstanoes  conceding 
his  right  to  have  a  discoveiy  of  the  natare  hut  not  of  the  evidenoe  of  the 
plaintiffs  title.  Accordingly  in  this  case,  finding  no  sufficiently  definite 
allegation  of  this  kind,  he  refused  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  disclose  under 
what  deeds  he  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  tithes :  (compare  A,  G.y,  Corp, 
London,  cited  anU^  p.  528).  See  also  0*  Connor  y.  Malone,  ante,  p.  630,  dti^ 
all  the  above  oases. 

(b)  See  ante,  p.  531. 

In  the  same  case,  at  p.  218,  he  draws  the  following  dis- 
tinotion  in  reference  to  ejectment  actions.  "  Where  a  party  is 
in  possession  of  an  estate  and  a  perfect  stranger  comes  to  turn 
him  out  alleging  himself  to  be  the  person  entitled  it  is  but 
reasonable  that  the  party  so  attacked  should  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  knowing  the  plaintiff's  case ;  so  far  as  whether  he 
claims  as  heir  at  law — whether  he  claims  under  a  devise — or 
whether  he  alleges  any  imperfection  in  the  defendant's  title 
deeds.  There  the  defendant  is  taken  by  surprise  and  there- 
fore I  can  easily  understand  in  such  a  case  why  not  the 
evidence  but  the  nature  of  the  title  should  be  disclosed.  But 
in  cases  of  recent  possession  where  parties  well  know  the 
nature  of  each  other's  titles  there  is  no  ground  to  compel  any 
such  discovery  as  that  which  is  here  required."  It  must  be 
remembered  however  that  the  inclination  of  Lord  Abinger 
was  to  restrict  somewhat  unduly  the  right  to  discovery. 
Mr  Hare  in  Hare,  p.  211,  refers  to  this  distinction,  and 
considers  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  what  is  recent  and 
what  is  not  recent  possession.  He  also  doubts  the  practica- 
bility of  drawing  an  answer  so  as  to  disclose  the  nature 
without  disclosing  the  evidences  of  that  title. 

The  common  law  judges  took  the  same  distinction  as 
Lord  Abinger:  these  decisions  however  are  not  binding 
under  the  present  practice. 


In  Stoate  y.  JRew,  14  G.  B.  K.  S.  Erie,  G.  J.  at  p.  211  said,  *<  As  a  general 
rule,  it  is  not  permitted  to  a  party  to  interrogate  his  opponent  as  to  how  he 
means  to  prove  his  case  unless  there  be  Tery  special  circumstances  (under  no 
circumstances,  see  antej  pp.  444,  447).  If  a  man  has  been  long  in  possession 
of  an  estate  and  a  stranger  comes  to  dispossess  him,  the  defendant  may  call 
for  some  general  information  as  to  the  nature  of  the  title  which  is  to  be  made 
against  hun.  But  it  must  necessarily  be  very  much  a  matter  of  discretion 
depending  on  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case."  So  Willes,  J. 
p.  211,  *'  If  it  had  been  shown  here  that  the  defendant  was  whoUy  ignorant 
of  the  title  intended  to  be  set  up  against  him  and  was  theirefore  utterly  uii« 
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prepared  to  shape  his  defence :"  and  so  on  p.  209.  So  the  same  judges  to  the 
same  effect  in  Pearson  v.  Turner y  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  157.  And  FliteroftY.FleieheTf 
11  Exch.  543,  the  only  reported  ejectment  action  where  intenog^tories  of 
this  character  were  allowed,  was  in  both  of  these  cases  and  also  in  Finney  v. 
Forwoodf  L.  R.  1  Ex.  p.  8  (see  as  to  this  and  other  actions  of  troyer,  ante, 
pp.  451,  462^,  and  Wallen  v.  Forrest y  L.  B.  7  Q.  B.  p.  243,  supported  only  on 
the  assumption  that  it  was  a  case  of  that  character,  a  defendant  haying  oeen 
in  possession  for  a  long  time  and  assailed  bj  a  stranger  of  whose  title  be  was 
ignorant.  In  Wallen  y.  Forrest  a  tenant,  withholding  possession  of  premises 
^ter  termination  of  his  lease,  and  defendant  to  an  action  of  ejectment  brought 
by  the  lessor,  was  not  allowed^  administer  detailed  interrogatories  to  the 
plaintiff  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  his  title  was  expired,  on  the  g^und 
that  he  was  a  mere  squatter  and  tbat  it  did  not  appear  that  be  was  being 
attacked  by  the  true  owner,  and  that  it  was  a  mere  fishing  application. 

It  was  said  by  Blackburn,  J.  p.  240,  in  this  case  that  the  interrogatories 
in  Fliteroft  y.  Fkteher  only  aeJced  for  such  information  as  must  formerly  haye 
been  set  out  in  a  count  on  a  writ  of  right.  They  inquired  in  what  character 
or  right  he  claimed,  whether  as  heir-at-law  of  A.,  through  what  links, 
whel£er  as  grantees  from  or  trustees  of  any  and  what  heir-at-law,  and 
whether  he  had  any  right  or  interest  except  as  aforesaid  and  what  was  the 
nature  of  it.  See  Ingilby  y.  ShaflOy  ante,  p.  531,  in  reference  to  Fliteroft  y. 
Fletcher.  Fliteroft  y.  Fletcher  was  followed  in  Keitlevcell  y.  Dyson,  18  L.  T. 
285,  the  defendant,  claiming  as  heir  of  S.  ex  parte  patemU,  being  allowed  to 
ask  the  plaintiff  claiming  ex  }>arte  matem&  through  what  links  he  claimed^ 
but  the  plaintiff  bein?  retused  leaye  to  administer  a  similar  interrogatory  to 
the  defendant.    See  nirther  as  to  details  of  a  pedigree,  post. 

It  is  difficult  to  say  to  what  extent  the  plaintiff  must  dis* 
cover  the  details  of  his  pedigree.  See  ante^  p.  528,  as  to  a 
defendant's  obligation  to  discover  his  pedigree. 

As  a  matter  of  pleading  it  was  stated  in  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  p.  272,  to  be  sufB.oient 
in  modem  chancezy  practice  for  a  plaintiff  to  state  that  he  claimed  as  heir 
referring  to  Kettlexcell  y.  Barstow,  17  "W.  R.  276 :  Barrs  y.  Fewkes,  12  W.  R. 
666 :  and  see  Evelyn  y.  Evelyn,  post,  and  Wright  y.  Vernon,  1  Dr.  p.  352  : 
though  formerly  he  must  haye  stated  how  his  title  arose,  referring  to  Baker 
y.  Sanvood,  7  Smi.  373.  But  according  to  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Phillips  y.  Fhillips, 
4  Q.  B.  D.  p.  139,  it  may  be  necessary  in  some  cases  to  set  out  more  or  lees 
fully  the  line  of  descent.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  what  would  be  sufficient 
as  a  matter  of  pleading  wotdd  be  sufficient  by  way  of  disooyeiy.  And  in  fact 
in  Evelyn  y.  Evelyn,  W.  N.  80,  p.  62,  where  it  was  held  sufficient  to  say  that 
A.  died  leaying  B.  his  heir  in  the  statement  of  claim,  for  only  the  facts  need 
be  stated  not  the  eyidence,  the  defendant  could,  it  was  said,  interrogate  the 
plaintiff  and  force  him  to  show  how  he  was  heir.  In  Phillips  y.  Phillips, 
p.  134,  Brett,  M.  R.  considered  tbat  under  some  circumstances  a  pedigree 
might  be  merely  eyidence  of  the  facts  which  had  to  be  proyed :  in  such  a  caso 
it  is  clear  it  would  be  protected.  See  0^  Connor  y.  Malone  and  Loicndes  y. 
Davies,  ante,  pp.  530,  531.  See  also  Davis  y.  James,  50  L.  T.  115,  p.  117, 
where  a  plaintiff  suing  on  the  coyenants  in  a  lease  as  assignee  of  the  reyer- 
sion  was  held  bound  to  state  his  title  and  the  documents  by  which  it  became 
yested  in  him :  (and  see  Roberts  y.  Oppenheim,  ante,  p.  504,  n.).  See  also  Selby 
y.  Selby,  4  B.  0.  G.  12,  where  the  defendant  was  compeUed  to  discoyer  details 
of  his  pedigree,  but  on  technical  grounds  only. 
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DI8C0VBBT  WHEBE  THE  FABTY's  RIGHT  IS  IN  CONSCIENCE 
EQUAL  TO  THAT  OF  HIS  OFFONENT. 

If  a  defendant  has  in  oonsoience  a  right  equal  to  that  daimed 
by  a  person  filing  a  bill  against  him  though  not  clothed  with 
a  perfect  legal  title  this  circumstance  in  the  situation  of  the 
defendant  renders  it  improper  for  a  court  of  equify  to  compel 
him  to  make  any  discovery  which  may  hazard  his  title: 
Eedes.  Fl.  199, 194.  If  the  title  of  the  defendant  be  equal  in 
conscience  to  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  equity  which  looks  to 
the  conscientious  obligation  of  the  parties  will  not  inteipose 
to  compel  a  discovery :  Hare,  p.  89. 

If  the  matter  appeared  clearly  on  the  face  of  the  bill  the 
defendant  might  demur ;  but  in  general  the  defence  had  to 
be  taken  by  way  of  plea :  see  Bedes.  PI.  199,  274,  275 : 
Hare,  p.  89. 

I.  A  Purchaser  for  mluable  Consideration  mthout  Notice. 

The  most  obvious  case  is  that  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  without  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim :  Bedes. 
PI.  199 :  (a  purchaser  including  of  course  a  mortgagee  for  he 
is  a  purchaser  pro  tanto :  see  Senhouse  v.  Earl^  2  Ves.  450 : 
Fitzgerald  v.  Busk,  2  Atk.  397 :  Eedes.  PI.  275 :  WaUtcyn  v. 
Lee,  9  Yes.  pp.  32, 33 :  see  as  to  a  mortgagee  where  his  mort- 
gage is  admitted, ^od^,  Section  III.). 

Such  a  defence  was  good  both  to  relief  and  discoveiy: 
Hare,  p.  98 :  Eedes.  PI.  135,  199. 

The  principle  protecting  a  purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 
tion without  notice  is  as  old  as  the  institution  of  a  court  of 
equity :  Chandos  v.  Brotcnlow,  2  Eidgw.  P.  C.  p.  422 :  and  see 
Basset  v.  No&worthj/j  Finch,  p.  103 :  Wilks  v.  Bodington,  2 
Vem.  599:  Day  v.  Arundel,  Hard.  510:  Hellam  v,  Qrove^ 
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Finoli,  205 :   Everenden  v.  Vanacker,  ibid.  255 :    Gough  v. 
Stedman,  FinoK,  208. 

It  is  an  infallible  rule  that  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
sideration shall  never  without  notice  discover  anything  to 
hurt  himself :  Lord  Finch  in  Perrat  v.  Ballard^  2  Ch.  Ca.  72 : 
and  see  Heyman  v.  Gomeldony  Finch,  34 :  Collett  v.  De  Gols^ 
Lord  Talb.  Ca.  p.  69  :  Jerrard  v.  Saunders^  2  Ves.  jun.  pp.  457, 
458,  referring  to  Fagg^s  case  or  Shirley  v.  Fagg^  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab. 
134 :  Guit  v.  Osbaldistan,  5  Madd.  428  :  1  Euss.  158 :  Burlace 
V.  Cook^  2  Free.  24 :  Basset  v.  Nosworthyy  Finch,  102  :  Bishop 
of  Worcester  v.  Barker^  2  Vem.  254:  Sunt  v.  Elmes^  27 
Beav.  62 :  A.  G.  v.  Strutt,  3  Beav.  396.  K  the  defendant 
is  a  purchaser  for  vsduablet)onsideration  without  notice  of  the 
plaintiff's  title  a  court  of  equity  will  not  in  general  (qu.  in 
general)  compel  him  to  make  any  discovery  which  may  affect 
his  own  title :  Redes.  PL  288  :  and  see  Beames,  Eq.  PL  278 : 
which  may  endanger  it :  Hare,  p.  89  :  or  impeach  or  weaken 
it :  Fonbl.  Eq.  Vol.  11.  p.  490  :  or  hazard  it :  Eedes.  PL  194, 
199  :  and  see  post. 

Lord  Eldon  thus  defines  the  position  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 
tion without  notice  in  Wallwyn  v.  Lee^  9  Yes.  p.  33.  *'  I  have  honestly  and 
bonH  fide  paid  for  this  in  order  to  make  myself  the  owner  of  it  and  you  shall 
have  no  information  from  me  as  to  the  perfection  or  imperfection  of  my  title 
until  you  deliver  me  from  the  peril  in  which  you  say  I  have  placed  myself  in 
the  article  of  purchasing  bon&  fide.''  And  generally  he  considered,  p.  34,  that 
there  was  sufficient  ground  for  saying  that  such  a  person  should  not  be  Cfdled 
upon  by  confessions  wrung  from  his  conscience  to  say  he  has  missed  his  object 
in  the  extent  to  which  he  meant  to  acquire  it,  and  that  the  principle  of  the 
court  was  that  against  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice 
the  court  gave  no  assistance.  So  Lord  Loughborough  in  Jerrard  v.  Saunders^ 
2  Yes.  jun.  p.  458,  says  *'  The  doctrine  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is 
this :  you  cannot  attach  upon  the  conscience  of  the  party  any  demand  what- 
ever where  he  stands  as  a  purchaser  having  paid  his  money  and  denies  all 
notice  of  the  circumstances  set  up  by  the  bill:"  and  on  the  same  page 
'*  where  he  has  fully  and  in  the  most  precise  terms  denied  all  the  circumstances 
mentioned  as  circumstances  from  which  notice  (see  further  po8t  as  to  this) 
may  be  inferred  it  would  be  contrary  to  equitable  principles  to  make  him 
answer  as  to  all  the  circiunstances  that  are  to  blot  and  rip  up  his  title."  See 
also  Strode  v.  Blackburn,  3  Yes.  pp.  224,  225. 

A  purchaser  may  subsequently  to  his  purchase  have  found  out  a  defect  in 
his  title,  and  if  he  should  produce  title  deeds  they  might  make  use  of  Uiem 
to  overturn  his  title  at  law :  Aston  v.  Aston,  3  Atk.  301 :  and  see  Hare,  p.  89. 

The  plea  properly  pleaded  (see  post)  protected  the  defen- 
dant from  giving  any  answer  to  a  title  set  up  by  the  plaintiff : 
Redes.  PL  279,  referring  to  Brereton  v.  Ganmly  2  Atk.  240. 
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No  dificovery  or  production  of  deeds  or  writings  (that  will 
weaken  his  title,  t.  e,  any  relating  to  his  title :  Waliwyn  y.  Lee^ 
9  Yes.  p.  27,  arg. :  and  see  ante)  other  than  the  purchase 
deeds,  see  post^  p.  538,  and  also  perhaps  those  of  the  title  if 
any  connecting  the  purchaser  with  the  defendant,  seepost^ 
need  be  given  or  made :  see  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  p.  537  :  Bedes.  PI. 
279  :  Salkield  v.  Science,  2  Ves.  107  :  Fagg^s  case:  Bur  lace  v. 
Cook :  Heyman  v.  Oomeldon :  Hunt  v.  ElmeB :  A.  Q,  v. 
Strutt :  Beames,  Eq.  PL  278  (all  cited  ante,  p.  636)  :  unless 
where  charged  to  show  notice :  see  post.  No  list  or  schedule 
need  be  made :  see  the  plea  in  Waliwyn  v.  Lee,  9  Ves.  24, 
set  out  in  Beames,  Eq.  PL  341.  No  discovery  of  their  dates 
or  contents  need  be  given :  see  Everenden  v.  Vanacker,  Finch, 
255.  The  description  of  any  one  deed  might  contribute  to 
defeat  his  title :  see  Hare,  p.  23 ;   Waliwyn  v.  Lee,  p.  27. 

In  Hunt  y.  Elmet  the  mortgagee  of  a  term  brought  a  biU  for  foredosnre 
agaiiiBt  a  defendant  who  set  up  purchase  for  value  of  the  fee  without  notice. 
Me  was  protected  from  producing  the  title  deeds  muniments  of  title  and 
abstract  relating  to  the  fee  (a  particular  deed  being  excepted  as  havinff  been 
set  out  in  ^e  answer,  see  anU^  p.  261) ;  ultimately  a  decree  for  foremosure 
was  made  (2  D.  G.  F.  &  J.  678),  but  nO  order  was  made  for  deliveiy'up  of 
the  deeds,  &c. 

The  assignee  of  a  lease  was  allowed  to  demur  to  a  biU  to  discover  whether 
it  had  not  expired:  Bishop  of  JForeestfr  y.  Parker ,  2  Vem.  254 :  where  he 
was  a  purchaser :  Madd.  Gh.  Pr.  pp.  277 — 278 :  but  not  the  lessee  himself : 
ibid. 

All  matters  charged  in  the  bill  as  evidence  of  notice  must 
have  been  denied:  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  2  Ves.  jun.  187, 
454 :  Radford  v.  Wilson,  3  Atk.  815  :  Pennington  v.  Beechey, 
2  S.  &  8.  282  :  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  pp.  788—789  :  or  as  to  which 
the  defendant  was  interrogated  under  the  later  practice : 
Gordon  v.  Shatc,  14  Sim.  393  :  so  the  old  charge  of  possession 
of  documents  showing  that  he  had  notice :  Sugd.  V.  &  P. 
p.  790  :  Hardman  v.  Ellames,  5  Sim.  p.  650 :  Portarlington  v. 
Soulby,  6  Sim.  356  (notice  of  invalidity  of  a  bill  of  exchange) : 
and  see  ante,  p.  500  :  and  any  documents,  even  title  deeds, 
alleged  to  show  notice  must  have  been  produced  unless  the 
allegation  was  properly  denied :  see  Neesom  v.  Ciarkson,  cited 
ante,  p.  262 :  Addis  v.  Campbell :  and  generally  ante,  pp.  260, 
505.  In  Addis  v.  Campbell  an  aflBdavit  was  admitted  for 
the  purpose  of  verifying  a  document  neither  admitted  nor 
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denied  by  the  answer  in  order  to  show  notioe:  see  ante^ 
p.  212,  n. 

As  a  matter  of  pleading  and  in  order  to  the  validiiy  of 
the  plea  certain  partioulars  must  have  been  stated. 

After  Bome  difPerenoe  of  opinion  it  seemB  to  have  been  settled  that  the  plea 
most  have  stated  the  deedd  of  pnrohase,  setting  forth  the  dates  parties  and 
contents  briefly,  the  time  of  their  execution  (this  last  questioned  in  Dan.  Gh. 
Tt,  p.  584^,  and  perhaps  also  (see  also  Wagataffe  y.  Reidy  post,  p.  539)  the 
amount  oi  the  oonsideration :  Sugden  V.  &  P.  pp.  788 — 789  :  Dan.  Gh.  Fr. 
p.  684 ;  Hare,  p.  95 ;  Bedes.  PI.  275—280 :  Beames  Eq.  PI.  pp.  233--246 : 
and  see  post :  and  qu.  whether  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  was  not  himself 
the  purchaser  he  must  not  have  stated  the  title  by  which  he  claimed  under 
the  purchaser :  see  Jerrard  v.  SaunderSy  2  Ves.  jun.  p.  455  :  but  see  the  plea 
in  IVallwyn  v.  Lee,  9  Yes.  24,  set  out  in  Beames  Eq.  PL  341. 

As  to  production  of  the  purchase  deed. 

It  is  laid  down  both  in  text-books  and  in  cases  that  though  he  might  plead 
to  discovery  of  deeds  and  writings  he  must  except  his  own  purchase  deeds 
for  he  pleaded  them :  Redes.  PL  279  :  Beames  Eq.  PI.  278  :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
pp.  584,  587 :  Salkield  y.  Scienee,  2  Yes.  107 :  £x  parte  Caldecotty  Mont.  pp. 
57 — 58.  Mr.  Hare,  pp.  95—96,  understands  by  discovery  not  production  of 
the  purchase  deed,  bat  discovery  of  certain  of  the  contents  in  order  to  the 
validity  (see  atUe)  of  the  plea  (and  see  Beames  Eq.  PL  278  :  Wigr.  PL  207), 
considering  that  in  an  ordinary  case  production  would  not  be  ordered  ana 
referring  to  Kennedy  v.  Oreen  (see  ante,  p.  261)  where  the  order  for  production 
was  expressly  based  on  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case.  But  qu.  whether 
it  is  so  understood  in  Dan.  Oh.  Pr.  p.  584,  for  in  a  note  an  old  case  of  Watkina 
T.  Hatchety  1  Eq.  Ga.  Ab.  36,  where  production  was  refused  is  referred  to  as 
contra.  No  doubt  in  Aeton  v.  Aston,  3  Atk.  301,  it  is  said  that  a  jointress 
ought  to  produce  her  jointure  deed  and  a  purchaser  his  purchase  deed  that  it 
may  be  seen  whether  the  lands  they  claim  are  comprised  in  their  deeds.  But 
in  other  cases,  Fetre  v.  Petre,  3  Atk.  510  :  Senhouse  v.  £arlf  2  Yes.  450,  it  is 
laid  down  that  production  of  the  jointure  deed  (discovery  of  it,  Bedes.  PL 
199)  will  not  be  ordered  until  confirmation  though  the  deed  (or  its  date. 
Chamberlain  v.  Knapp)  must  be  set  forth,  and  (see  further  post)  the  lands  com- 
prised in  it  with  sufficient  certainty :  see  Bedes.  PL  279 :  Chamberlain  t. 
Knapp,  1  Atk.  52  :  Harrison  v.  Southcote,  2  Yes.  p.  395  :  Sugden  Y.  &  P.  788. 

On  principle  it  is  conceived  the  deed  ought  to  be  protected  in  order  that  no 
advantage  may  be  taken  of  any  defects  therein  to  impeach  it :  see  Hellam  y. 
Grove,  Fmch,  205  :  and  ante,  p.  536 :  and  see  post,  p.  544,  as  to  a  mortgage 
deed :  (except  in  cases  of  the  nature  of  Kennedy  v.  Green,  where  the  deed  is 
alleged  to  t^how  notioe  and  the  allegation  is  not  satisfactorily  met :  see  ante, 
p.  261  and  ante) :  unless  it  is  liable  to  production  as  being  referred  to  in  the 
pleadingfs,  see  ante,  p.  244. 

As  to  discovery  of  the  lands  articles  or  other  property  com- 
prised in  the  purchase,  or  of  the  deeds,  in  order  to  recover 
them. 

The  plea  necessarily  required  discovery  of  matters  which  would  show  the 
quantity  of  the  land  or  subject-matter  in  question  over  whidi  the  plea  sub- 
stantially extended :  Hare,  p.  96 :  and  see  the  oases  cited  ante  as  to  lands 
comprised  in  a  jointure  deed. 

Qu.  as  to  Addison  v.  TFallcer,  4  Y.  &  0.  447  (dted  ante,  p.  263),  a  suit  to 
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impeach  a  Beoority,  where  the  mort^^agee  was  protected  from  dieooyering  the 
part  of  the  testatoPs  estate  over  which  he  claimed  to  be  mortgagee. 

It  was  usual  to  set  out  the  paroels  as  comprised  in  the  deed :  Beames  Eq. 
Fl.  343. 

He  mnst  state  affirmatively  or  negatively  what  he  has  pnrohased :  Hare, 
p.  96 :  Eoare  v.  Farker,  1  Cox,  224  :  1  B.  0.  0.  578 :  where  a  plea  to  dis- 
oovenr  of  artides  pawned  to  tiie  defendant  without  notice  that  the  person 
pawnmg  them  had  only  a  limited  interest  therein  was  overruled  on  the 
^t)and  that  the  defendant  had  omitted  to  aver  that  he  had  no  other  artides 
than  tibose  so  pawned  to  him. 

He  is  not  bound  to  discover  the  spedftc  things  in  his  possession :  Hare, 
p.  96.    In  Hoare  v.  Parker  Lord  Thurlow  observed  that  he  saw  no  room  to 
make  a  distinction   between  the  case  of  a  discovery  being  sought  of  the 
title  of  the  purchaser  and  of  the  spedfio  things  in  his  possession,  but  that 
the  same  rule  must  apply  to  both,  namely  that  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
sideration is  not  boTmd  in  consdence  to  assist  the  right  owner  in  the  leg^ 
recovery  of  the  subjects  purchased  imder  such  circumstances.    A  defendant 
was  protected  from  discovery  of  articles  pawned  to  him  by  a  bankrupt  without 
notice  of  an  act  of  buikrnptoy :  Abery  v.  JFUiianUf  1  Vem.  27.    So  a  pur* 
chaser  of  lands  {Anon.  2  On.  Ca.  136),  or  goods,  from  a  bankrupt  without 
notice :  Ferrat  v.  Ballard^  2  Ch.  Ca.  72 :  Broum$  v.  Williams,  2  Ch.  Ca.  135  : 
fFagataffe  v.  Reid,  2  Ch.  Ca.  156  (where  also  he  was  ordered  to  discover  what 
he  paid  for  them,  see  ante,  p.  538,  as  to  setting  out  the  consideration) :  and  see 
OolUtt  V.  De  GoU,  Lord  Tidb.  Ca.  p.  69.*    In  Martden  v.  Payahall  however, 
1  Vem.  408,  inspection  of  articles  pawned  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiffs 
agent  was  ordered  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  action 
at  law  for  them.    Lord  Eldon's  opinion,  see  Wallwyn  v.  Lee,  poet,  was  in 
accordance  with  Hoare  v.  Parker  and  other  cases  above,  disapproving  Lord 
Itosslyn's  opinion  in  Strode  v.  Blackbume,  3  Ves.  p.  226,  that  in  such  a  case 
as  Hoare  v.  Parker  the  artides  must  be  described  m  order  that  the  plaintiff 
might  be  able  to  recover  them  by  an  action  of  detinue  or  trover.    See  also 
Maccleejield  v.  Davis,  3  Y.  &  B.  16,  where  on  the  express  ground  that  there 
was  no  plea  of  purchase  for  value  without  notice  Lord  Eldon  ordered  inspec- 
tion of  heirlooms  deposited  by  a  tenant  for  life. 

Where  a  tenant  for  life  made  a  mortgage  professing  to  be  owner  in  fee, 
and  on  his  death  the  remainderman  entered  into  possession  and  brought 
a  suit  for  discovery  and  delivery  up  of  the  titie  deeds  against  the  mortgagee, 
Lord  Eldon  allowed  a  plea  of  purchase  for  value  without  notice,  for,  &ough 
the  mortgagee  of  necessity  lost  the  property  on  the  mortgagor's  death,  yet 
there  was  no  reason  why  a  court  of  equity  should  assist  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  the  deeds  aJso  (see  Munt  v.  Elmes,  ante,  -p.  537)  or  their  value,  whether 
by  an  action  at  law  or  otherwise,  even  assuming  that  the  mortgagee  could 
not  make  any  use  of  them  to  recover  the  estate,  and  therefore  he  would  be 
holding  them  to  the  vexation  and  hurt  of  the  plaintiff  without  any  profit  to 
himself,  and  apart  from  that  assumption  there  was  still  a  possibility  that  the 
mortgagee  by  procuring  the  assignment  of  some  term  might  be  able  to  bring 
ejectment  and  recover  possession,  and  the  description  of  any  one  deed  might 
contribute  to  defeat  the  titie  which  he  thus  might  maintain:   Wallwyn  ▼. 
Lee,  9  Yes.  24,  pp.  27,  33—34,  disapproving  Strode  v.  Blackbume,  3  Yes.  221, 
where  Lord  Bosslyn,  at  p.  224,  considered  that  the  plea  could  only  be  used  to 
defend  the  actual  possession  or  perhaps  the  title  to  the  possession:  see 
Wallwyn  v.  Lee,  p.  28. 
Where  an  owner  of  a  settied  and  unsettied  estate  has  confounded  them 


*  Qu.  whether  it  was  not  because  these  oases  established  that  a  bill  of 
discovery  by  the  asdgpiees  of  a  bankrupt  was  useless  for  this  purpose  that 
special  provisions  were  inserted  in  the  bankruptcy  acts  (see  post,  p.  575) 
enabling  persons  to  be  examined  concerning  the  bankrupt's  property :  see 
Ex  parte  Oaideeott,  Mont.  pp.  61—62. 
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together  and  mortgaged  them  both  to  a  person  without  any  notice,  it  seems 
clear  that  the  person  claiming  the  settled  estate  cannot  compel  the  mortgagee 
to  distinguish  the  two  estates  though  he  may  be  preventea  from  getting  on 
with  any  process  by  reason  of  the  boundanee  being  confused,  though  he 
must  set  out  those  of  the  whole  estate  which  the  mortgagor  assumed  to 
convey :  see  Hare,  pp.  97 — 98  :  and  Wallwyn  v.  Zm,  p.  26,  commenting  on  an 
ambiguous  passage  in  Strode  t.  Blackbwme,  p.  225. 

The  consideration  of  the  ciroumstanoes  which  equity  con- 
siders necessary  to  place  a  person  in  the  position  of  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice  is  not 
within  the  province  of  discovery.  One  point  however  may 
be  referred  to  as  having  been  the  subject  of  considerable 
dispute,  namely  how  far  this  defence  should  prevail  against 
a  legal  claim  title  or  estate,  or  whether  it  was  confined  to 
cases  where  the  defendant  had  the  legal  estate  (or  a  better 
right  to  it  than  the  plaintiff  as  suggested  in  Wilka  v.  Boding- 
toriy  2  Vem.  99 :  and  see  Chambers  v.  Brownlow,  2  Bidg. 
P.  0.  422 :  and  Beomes  Eq.  PI.  242). 

All  the  authorities  are  reviewed  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  Sugd.  Y.  &  P. 
pp.  791 — 794.  The  opinion  of  the  learned  author  is  that  Sie  defence 
IS  good  against  a  legal  as  well  as  an  equitable  claim.  See  also  Ooli/er  v. 
Finch,  6  H.  of  L.  Oa.  p.  920 :  Fenny  v.  Watts,  2  D.  G.  &  Sm.  501 :  Reath  v, 
Creahck,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  215 :  nieher  v.  Rawlins,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  269. 

It  should  howeyer  be  noted  that  the  real  contention  was  not  that  the  defence 
failed  whereyer  the  plaintiff  in  equity  was  possessed  of  a  legal  title  or  claim, 
for  if  it  were  so  it  could  neyer  be  good  to  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  a  trial 
at  law  whereas  there  are  many  instances  [Rogers  v.  Seale,  2  Free.  83  being 
the  only  case  contra,  as  to  which  see  Jerrard  v.  Saunders,  2  Yes.  jun.  p.  467 : 
Sugfd.  V .  &  P.  792 :  Hare,  p.  104)  where  bills  of  discovery  have  been  filed 
for  that  purpose,  and  where  the  plea  has  been  held  valid :  Burlace  v.  Cook, 
2  Free.  24,  bill  of  discovery  by  heir-at-law :  Basset  v.  Nosworthy,  Finch,  102, 
bill  by  heir-at-law  against  purchaser  from  devisee  of  ancestor  for  discovery 
of  revocation  of  will  and  deeds  and  writings  and  for  removal  of  terms  to  aid 
action  at  law :  Parker  v.  Blythmore,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  79,  bill  for  relief  by 
person  having  a  legpal  title :  Fagg*scase,  ante,  p.  636 :  and  Fhillips  v.  FhiUips, 
4  D.  G.  F.  &  J.  pp.  216—217  :  and  Wallwyn  v.  Lee  referred  to  ante,  p.  639 : 
and  Soare  v.  Parker  and  other  cases  referred  to  ante,  p.  639,  bills  of 
discovery  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  actions  for  trover  or  detinue:  and 
generally  see  Hare,  pp.  99 — 102  (and  Redes.  Fl.  199  where  it  is  thus  laid 
down,  *'  where  the  courts  of  equity  are  called  on  to  administer  justice  on 
grounds  of  equity  against  a  legal  title  they  allow  a  superior  strength  to 
the  legal  title  when  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  in  conscience  equal :  and 
where  a  legal  title  may  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  ordinary  jurisdiction  to  the 
prejudice  of  an  equitable  title  the  courts  of  equity  will  refuse  assistance  to  the 
legal  against  the  equitable  title  where  the  rights  in  conscience  are  equal"). 
It  was  only  in  cases  where  courts  of  equity  exercised  a  leg^l  jurisdiction 
(not  where  application  was  made  to  its  auxiliary  jurisdiction :  FhiUips  v. 
Fhillips,  p.  217)  concurrently  with  the  courts  of  law  that  it  was  said  that 
equity  in  so  assuming  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  professedly  acts  upon  the 
legal  right  and  therefore  should  proceed  in  analogy  to  the  law  where 
such  a  plea  would  not  be  looked  at,  and  should  regard  the  plea  as  in- 
admissible :  see  Collins  v.  Archer ^  1  R.  &  H.  pp.  288^289 :  Roper,  Husb.  & 
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Wife,  Vol.  I.  p.  452 :  Sfcorejr,  Bq.  Jar.  i  630 :  Phillips  ▼.  Phillips,  m.  216— 
217:  for  instanoe  in  a  suit  tor  dower,  TFilliams  ▼.  Zambe,  3  B.  C.  G.  264  :  or 
in  a  salt  for  tithes,  Collins  y.  Archer.  This  role  is  distinct  from  that  of 
refusing  the  benefit  of  the  plea  where  the  reUef  sought  is  purely  equitable, 
or  where  the  court  is  called  upon  to  put  the  defendant  in  a  worse  position 
than  he  would  otherwise  be  bj  oompellinff  him  to  make  disclosures  that 
might  expose  his  title  to  be  defeated  at  hiw :  see  Hare,  p.  103 :  Boper, 
Husb.  &  Wife,  Vol.  I.  pp.  461—462. 

In  Gomm  v.  Farrett,  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  47,  an  action  of  dower,  the  court  refused 
to  order  production  of  a  conveyance  to  the  husband  in  the  possession  of  a 
defendant  pleading  purchase  for  value  without  notice.  The  decision  however 
was  based  upon  the  opinion  of  Lord  St.  Leonards  that  the  defence  was  valid 
in  every  case,  and  was  admittedly  in  the  teeth  of  JFilliains  v.  Lambs, 

The  title  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideratioii  without 
notice  has  been  said  to  be  a  shield  to  defend  the  possession  of 
the  purchaser  not  a  sword  to  attack  the  possession  of  others. 
But  where  the  mortgagee  of  a  tenant  for  life  in  the  position 
of  a  purchaser  without  notice  brought  ejectment  against  a 
person  claiming  under  a  settlement  in  remainder  on  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  latter  filed  a  bill  for  discovery 
and  production  of  the  settlement  and  other  title  deeds  and  for 
an  injunction,  the  mortgagee,  denying  all  the  circumstances 
charged  as  notice  and  stating  the  assignments  under  which 
he  claimed,  was  protected.  Jerrard  v.  Saunders^  2  Ves.  jun. 
454. 

As  to  the  right  of  the  purchaser  to  discovery. 

In  Redes.  PI.  274,  it  is  said  that  though  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  fuU  title 
to  the  relief  he  prays  and  the  defendant  can  set  up  no  defence  in  bar  of  that 
title  yet  if  the  Pendant  has  an  equal  claim  to  the  protection  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  defend  lus  possession  as  the  plaintiff  has  to  the  assistance  of  the 
court  to  assert  his  right  the  court  will  not  interpose  on  either  side,  and  that 


equi^  to  defend  his  possession  as  the  plaintiff  has  to  the  assistance  of  the 
court  to  assert  his  right  the  court  will  not  interpose  on  either  side,  and  that 
this  is  particularly  we  case  where  the  defendant  claims  under  a  ptirchase  or 
mortgage  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice  which  he  may  plead  in 
bar :  and  see  Hare,  p.  89 :  and  Ban.  Gh.  Pr.  p.  683,  dting  Patterson  v. 
Slaughter,  Amb.  293. 


n.  Other  Instances  of  this  Principle  (see  ante^  p.  535). 
As  to  a  jointress. 

A  jointress  was  protected  from  discovery  (see  ante,  pp.  637 — 638,  as  to  what 
disooveiy)  of  her  title  to  lands  of  which  she  was  in  possession  as  her  jointure, 
unless  the  plaintiff  was  able  to  confirm  her  jointure,  and  not  only  offered  to 
do  so  but  in  fact  confirmed  it :  Leaeh  v.  Trollope,  2  Ves.  661 :  Senhouse  v.  Earl, 
iHd.  460:  Aston  v.  Aston,  3  Atk.  301 :  Petrs  v.  Petre,  ibid.  611 :  Chamberlain 
V.  Knapp,  1  Atk.  62:  Portsmouth  v.  ^ffingham^  1  Yes.  30,  430,  434:  Bedes. 
PL  199,  279. 
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In  Asian  v.  Asian  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  the  same  deed  as  the  jointrees 
and  therefore  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  confirm  it. 

In  Stephens  v.  Gaulef  2  Vem.  700,  a  suit  to  redeem  a  mortgage  against  the 
widow  of  the  mortgagee  who  claimed  a  jointure  upon  the  property,  she  was 
protected  from  answering  whether  her  husband  had  any  other  tiue  than  as 
mortgagee. 

As  to  voluntary  conveyances. 

In  Fonbl.  Eq.  Vol.  II.  p.  492  (and  see  Anon,  2  Ch.  Ca.  4)  it  is  said  that 
equity  would  not  help  the  issue  against  a  purchaser,  referring  to  Bunce  r. 
FhiUipSf  2  Vem.  60 :  Kelly  v.  Berry ^  ibid,  35 :  bills  by  remaindermen  in  tail 
to  discover  the  deeds  of  entail  against  persons  pleading  discontinuance  of  the 
entail  by  voluntary  conveyances :  Sherborne  v.  Clerk,  1  Vem.  273 :  bill  for 
discovery  of  the  tenant  to  the  preecipe  on  a  voluntarv  conveyance :  StapUton 
y.  Sherrardf  1  Vem.  212 :  bill  to  discover  tenant  of  the  freehold  to  bring 
formedon.  But  qu.  as  to  the  authority  of  some  of  these  cases :  see  the  note 
to  Stapleton  v.  ,Sherrard :  and  qu.  also  whether  the  decisions  rested  on  any 
particular  principle.  See  as  to  the  right  of  the  heir  in  tail  to  discovery, 
ante,  p.  274. 

As  to  a  dowress. 

The  court  would  assist  a  dowress  to  ascertain  the  lands  in  respect  of  which 
her  dower  arose :  Dormer  v.  Forteseue,  3  Atk.  p.  130 :  and  generally  would 
ooforce  discovery  in  her  favour  against  the  heir:  Ouriis  v.  CtariiSy  2  B.  G.  C. 
p.  631 :  and  see  generally  as  to  the  position  of  a  dowress  Dudley  v.  Ward, 
rrec.  in  Gh.  241.  See  also  Gomm  v.  Farrett  and  Williams  v.  Lambs,  ante, 
p.  641. 


in.  As  to  a  Mortgagee  where  his  Mortgage  is  admitted. 

A  mortgagee  whose  mortgage  is  impeached  is  in  the  same 
position  as  any  other  person  claiming  under  a  document 
which  is  impeached:  see  ante^  p.  256:*  he  may  be  in  the 
position  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  :  see  ante^  p.  535. 

By  sub-section  (1)  of  section  16  of  the  Conveyancing  Act, 
1881,  ^^  A  mortgagor  as  long  as  his  right  to  redeem  subsists 
shall  by  virtue  of  this  act  be  entitled  from  time  to  time  at 
reasonable  times  on  his  request  and  at  his  own  cost  and  on 
payment  of  the  mortgagee's  costs  and  expenses  in  this  behalf 
to  inspect  and  make  copies  or  abstracts  of  or  extracts  from 

*  See  the  following  cases  there  cited  pp.  269 — 261 :  Neate  v.  Latimer: 
Howard  v.  Bohinson:  Dunoomhe  v.  Davis:  BepubUe  of  Costa  Biea  v.  Erlanger: 
Dendy  v.  Cross:  Jones  v.  Jones:  Addison  v.  Walker:  Fhillips  v.  Evans: 
Cannock  v.  Jauneey:  Smith  v.  Barnes :  and  Otcen  v.  Nickson,  cited  ante,  p.  267. 
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the  doouments  of  title  relating  to  *  the  mortgaged  property 
in  the  oustody  or  power  of  the  mortgagee."  By  suh-seotion  (2), 
<<  This  section  applies  only  lo  mortgages  made  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  act,  and  shall  have  effect  notwithstanding 
any  stipulation  to  the  contrary." 

As  this  provision  applies  only  to  mortgages  made  after  the 
conmiencement  of  the  act  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the 
practice  as  it  was  before  the  act. 

In  Chichester  v.  Donegal^  L.  R.  6  Ch.  p.  502,  the  position 
of  the  mortgagee  admitting  the  title  of  the  mortgagor  and 
his  right  to  redeem  is  thus  defined:  "  The  rule  of  the  court 
right  or  wrong  is  that  if  a  mortgagor  executes  a  mortgage 
and  hands  over  the  deeds  he  cannot  see  them  after  the  mort- 
gage has  become  absolute  "without  paying  the  principal 
interest  and  costs."  And  again  on  the  same  page :  '^  I  take 
the  rule  to  be  that  as  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the 
right  time  for  redemption  being  passed  (before  the  time  the 
deed  is  the  common  property  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 
it  should  seem :  see  Wigr.  PI.  374)  and  the  mortgage  not 
being  impugned  (see  ante)y  if  the  plaintiff  wants  to  see  the 
mortgage  deed,t  his  title  to  redeem  being  admitted  (see 
Soward  v.  Eobinsan,  4  Drew.  p.  526),  he  must  pay  the 
principal  interest  and  costs  or  go  on  to  get  his  redemption 
decree."     So  the  general  rule  is  admitted  in  Janes  v.  Janes^ 


*  If  this  ifl  meant  to  include  the  mortgagee  deed  itself  the  intention  is  not 
very  happUy  expressed. 

t  The  mortgage  deed  itself  is  within  the  rale:  Howard  v.  Rohinsony  4 
Dr.  p.  626 :  Freeman  v.  Butler,  33  Beav.  289 :  and  see  Anon.  "W.  N.  76, 
p.  23,  referred  to  poet^  p.  645.  It  was  the  opinion  of  Stuart,  Y.  G.  see  Fateh 
Y.  Ward,  L.  B.  1  Eq.  p.  439,  that  the  rule  did  not  extend  to  the  mortgpage 
deed  itself  as  to  which  different  considerations  prevailed,  for  it  was  the 
mortgage  deed  which  conveyed  the  property  by  way  of  pledge  and  which 
contamed  the  proviso  for  redemption  by  virtue  of  wluch  the  mortgagor  was 
entitled  to  redeem  the  property,  and  therefore  it  was  as  much  the  evidence 
of  Hie  mortg^agor's  title  to  redeem  as  of  the  mortgpagee*s  estate.  And  so  in 
ExparU  Caldecott,  Mont.  pp.  58—69,  and  2  Ca.  &  Op.  52—53,  it  is  said  that 
the  mortgage  deed  must  always  be  open  to  inspection  that  the  mortgagor 
may  know  his  right  to  redeem :  (but  aeepost,  p.  545,  as  to  discovery  of  this). 
It  may  be  jwinted  out  that  in  the  cases  now  under  consideratton  the  mort- 
gagor s  title  to  redeem  is  admitted :  where  it  is  not  admitted,  or  where  the 
mortgagor  makes  a  special  case,  as  where  the  deed  to  some  extent  can  be 
shown  to  support  the  mortgagor's  case,  see  Soward  v.  Hobinaonf  p.  526, 
other  considerations  have  a  place :  see  ante.  The  mortgagX)r  cannot  have  a 
6opy  of  it:  Brotcn  v.  Loekkartf  10  Sim.  p^.  434,  435,  disapproving ^iiom. 
Mos.  246.    See  as  to  disooyeiy  of  certain  ox  its  oontents  poet^  p.  646. 
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Kay,  App.  p.  9  :  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Erlanger^  L.  R.  19 
Eq.  p.  44 :  Neate  v.  Latimer^  2  T.  &  0.  p.  262  :  SenAotMe  v. 
Uarl^  2  Ves.  450  :  Cannock  v.  Jauncey^  1  Dr.  p.  507 :  John^ 
son  V.  Tucker^  11  Jur.  382:  Pindar  v.  Smith,  6  Madd.  p.  49. 
Nor  need  he  produce  drafts  or  copies  of  the  deeds,  for  he  is 
not  bound  to  show  his  title :  Bycroft  v.  Sihel,  1  W.  R.  96 : 
not  even  of  the  mortgage  deed:  Brown  v.  Lockhart:*  nor 
need  he  answer  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  particulars 
or  contents  of  the  deeds :  see  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  post, 
p.  645 :  except  to  the  Qxtent  pointed  out  post,  p.  545,  in 
respect  of  the  amount  due  and  the  property  comprised  in  it. 
"Where  part  of  a  first  mortgagee's  security  consisted  of  bills 
and  notes  their  production  was  ordered :  Oibson  y.  Setcetty  9 
Beav.  293.  See  as  to  a  deed  of  transfer  Leices  v.  Davies^ 
post,  p.  546. 

The  rule  was  said  in  Bentinck  v.  Willink,  2  Ha.  p.  8,  to 
depend  not  on  any  peculiarities  of  system  but  to  be  f  oxmded 
on  principles  of  abstract  justice :  and  in  Howard  v.  Robinson, 
4  Dr.  526,  to  stand  not  on  special  circumstances,  but  to  be  a 
case  within  the  general  rule. 

It  is  as  in  the  case  of  any  purchaser  for  yaluable  conside- 
ration without  notice  (see  ante,  p.  538)  that  no  advantage 
may  be  taken  either  by  the  applicant  (under  the  pretence  of 
repayment)  or  some  other  persons  of  any  flaw  or  invalidity 
in  the  deeds :  see  Senhouse  v.  Harl,  2  Ves.  450 :  Schlenker  v. 
Moxy,  1  0.  &  P.  178,  p.  179 :  so  as  to  defeat  the  security : 
see  2  Ca.  &  Op.  pp.  52 — 53  :  Ux parte  Caldecott :  Mont.  pp.  68 
—69. 

The  same  privilege  it  seems  obtains  in  the  case  of  a  mere 
lien  on  deeds:  Ghiffeth  y.  Ricketts,  14  Jur.  326:  or  of  an 
equitable  deposit:  Schlenker  v.  Moxy.  See  as  to  a  memo- 
randum of  deposit  (but  not  admitted,  see  ante,  p.  642)  a 
common  law  case  of  Owen  v.  Nickson,  ante,  p.  267. 

The  money  must  be  actually  paid  principal  and  interest : 
Brown  v.  Lockhart,  10  Sim.  p.  425 :  and  costs  :  Chichester  v. 
Donegal,  pp.  498,  502  :  the  amount  of  his  claim :  Bentinck  v. 
Willink,  2  Ha.  p.  8 :  Postlethwaite  v.  Bligh,  2  Sw.  pp.  251 — 
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252 :  not  other  debts :  see  Cannock  v.  Jauncetj,  dted  ante,  p. 
262.  He  may  put  the  deeds  in  a  box  and  sit.  upon  them, 
till  the  money  is  actually  put  into  his  hands :  per  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  see  Sparie  v.  MonMoUj  1  T.  &  0.  p.  107. 

It  xnakeB  no  difference  that  the  mortgagor  has  aotnally  given  the  mort- 
gagee notice  of  his  intention  to  pay  off  uie  mortgage  and  requires  inspection 
in  order  to  raise  money  for  this  purpose :  Darner  y.  FtirtarHngton^  16  Sim. 
380 :  Browner,  Zockhart,  10  Sim.  p.  425.  A  mortgagee  is  not  bound  to  show 
his  mortgage  deeds  to  a  person  contracting  for  the  purchase  of  the  estate. 
He  is  entitled  to  say  to  the  intending  purchaser  that  if  he  choose  to  take  his 
chance  of  the  title  he  may  on  payment  of  the  mortgage  money  have  a  con- 
veyance:  Fbatlethtcaite  y,  Bligky  2  Sim.  p.  251.  Where  the  mortgagee  is 
party  to  a  suit  and  has  consented  to  a  decree  for  sale  he  cannot  refuse  to 
deposit  the  deeds  in  chambers  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  sale :  Livetey 
V.  Harding y  I  Beav.  343 :  Anon,  Mos.  246.  On  bemg  paid  off,  the  mortgfagee 
must  if  required  make  an  affidavit  of  the  documents  in  his  possession  relating 
to  the  mortgaged  property  at  the  mortgagor's  expense :  see  Weeks  v.  Stourton. 
13  W.  E.  489. 


The  mortgagee  must  give  certain  disooveiy. 

In  Beavan  v.  Cook,  17  W.  B.  872,  an  incumbrancer  without  notice  of  the 
defendant's  prior  incumbrance  biing^g  a  suit  for  redemption  and  foreclosure 
(and  so  any  person  bringing  such  a  suit,  see  the  judgment)  was  held  entitled 
to  discovery  from  him  oi  the  dates  and  natures  of  his  securities,  the  nature  of 
the  property  comprised  in  them,  the  amounts  claimed  to  be  due,  and  the  rates 
of  interest  reserved:  (qu.  as  to  Addison  v.  Walker ^  cited  ante,  p.  638,  where 
however  the  mortgage  was  impeached).  Where  executors  of  the  mortgagor 
in  an  action  of  ejectment  against  them  by  the  mortgagees  applied  for  in- 
spection under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  14,  of  the  mortgage  deed  referred  to  in  the 
statement  of  claim ,  but  only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  particulars  in 
Older  to  redeem  the  mortgage,  no  order  was  made  on  the  plaintiff's  under- 
taldng  to  give  the  amount  of  principal  interest  and  costs  and  particulars  of 
subsequent  incumbrances :  Anon.  W.  N.  76,  p.  23. 

A  subsequent  incumbrancer  is  entitied  to  know  what  (but  not  their  values) 
securities  are  held  by  a  prior  incumbrancer  for  his  debt  and  the  amount  due 
(not  minute  details,  p.  617),  otherwise  he  cannot  know  whether  it  is  worth 
his  while  to  redeem  him:  West  of  England  Bank  v.  Nicholls,  6  Gh.  D.  613  : 
and  see  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  L.  K.  5  Ch.  p.  499.  So  a  person  claiming  to  be 
a  surely  as  to  the  securities  held  by  the  croditor :  Bridgewater  v.  De  Winton, 
9  Jur.  N.  S.  1270. 

So  discoveiy  of  the  names  of  incumbrancers  must  be  given  so  that  if  neces- 
sary  they  may  be  made  parties :  see  ante,  p.  19. 

The  general  state  of  tne  accounts  must  it  was  held  be  given,  though  not  a 
detailed  statement  of  them  (see  ante,  p.  125,  as  to  di^very  of  accounts 
generally),  in  an  action  for  redemption  where  an  account  with  rests  was 
sought  to  be  chai^ged  against  a  mortgagee  in  possession :  Blmer  v.  Creaty, 
p.  73  (dted  ante,  p.  125) :  see  also  Freeman  v.  Butler  and  Johnson  v.  Tucker, 
post,  p.  546.  Where  in  a  suit  to  redeem  it  was  charged  that  the  amount  due 
was  not  truly  stated  in  the  mortgage  deed  it  was  hdd  that  something  more 
specific  than  the  general  total  must  be  given :  Bridgetcater  v.  De  Winton  : 
and  see  Neate  v.  Latimer,  ante,  p.  259. 

In  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  pp.  498 — 499,  it  may  be  noted  that  the  defendants 
(see  post,  p.  546)  submitted  to  discover  the  nature  of  the  mortgrage,  that  is  to 
say  whether  it  was  executed  under  a  power  reserved  to  the  mortgagor,  though 
on  other  points  they  successfully  appealed. 
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Special  cases. 

A  person  daiming  through  the  mortgagor  ia  in  no  hetter  position  than  the 
mortgagor :  Chichester  Y.Lonegalf  L.  B.  6  Ch.  497:  thonghhemaybe  ignorant 
of  the  property  comprised  in  the  mortgage,  the  rate  of  interest  and  time  of 
payment :  Brown  y.  Zockhart,  10  8im.  420 :  (bat  as  to  discovery  of  these 
particulars  see  ante).  In  Chichester  v.  Donegal  the  Court  of  Appeal  reversing 
the  decision  of  James,  V.  C.  in  the  court  below  held  that  the  mortgagee 
was  not  bound  to  answer  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  date  particulars 
and  contents  of  a  deed  (qu.  whether  as  to  its  existence  and  whether  the 
mortgagee  claimed  under  it,  see  the  case)  under  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed 
and  in  pursuance  of  a  paramoimt  power  in  which  the  mortgage  had  been 
made,  nor  to  produce  the  deed  itself,  James,  Y.  C.  considering  that  to  the 
extent  to  whidi  the  deed  limited  an  interest  to  them  they  had  an  interest  of 
the  nature  of  property :  (see  further  as  to  the  case  in  connection  with  this 
point  antCf  p.  278).    See  post  as  to  a  lessor. 

A  subsequent  mortgagee  has  no  right  to  see  the  prior  mortgagee's  mort- 
gage deed :  Howard  v.  Eobinson^  4  1^1.  pp.  526 — 627 :  but  see  an  exception 
suggested  in  Neate  v.  Latitner,  ante,  p.  256. 

There  is  no  rule  giving  a  prior  mortg^g^  a  right  to  see  a  subsequent 
mortgagee's  mortg^age  deed :  Howard  v.  £obinsonf  p.  527. 

A  lessor  has  been  held  entitled  to  inspection  of  Uie  lease  in  the  hands  of  a 
mortgagee  of  the  lease :  see  BaUs  v.  Margrave,  cited  ante,  p.  203  :  and  Doe  d. 
y.  BoCf  cited  ante,  p.  270.  A  lessor  however  does  not  claim  through  the  lessee, 
and  is  therefore  not  within  the  principles  of  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  ante. 

Where  the  mortgage  had  been  transferred  the  transferee  was  held  not 
bound  to  produce  the  deed  of  transfer,  for  it  was  his  title  deed :  Zetces  v. 
Daviesy  17  Jur.  253.  If  the  mortgfagor  is  in  any  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  transfer  he  should  make  the  original  mortgagee  a  party  and  get  dis- 
covery from  him :  see  Lewes  v.  Davies :  and  generally  as  to  discovery  of 
parties  see  antCy  p.  19.  So  in  Gill  v.  Eytony  7  iBeav.  155,  production  of  the 
transfer  was  refused,  for  it  was  not  impeached  (as  to  which  see  antCy  p.  542), 
though  it  was  alleged  that  the  transfer  had  been  made  for  vexatious  pur- 
poses while  the  suit  was  pending. 

Where  a  tenant  in  common  has  mortgaged  his  share  to  the  other  tenant 
in  common  he  loses  his  right  (see  ante,  p.  276)  to  see  the  deeds :  Edmonds  v. 
Foleyy  30  Beav.  283. 

Where  an  executor  and  trustee  was  also  mortgagee  of  part  of  the  testator's 
estate  he  was  held  boimd  in  an  administration  action  to  produce  accounts 
relating  to  the  mortgage,  but  not  the  mortgage  deed  and  title  deeds :  Free- 
man  v.  Butlery  33  Beav.  289 :  so  where  the  cestui  que  trust  has  himself  mort- 
gaged the  tnist  property  to  the  trustee :  Johnson  v.  Tuekery  11  Jur.  382. 

See  as  to  cases  where  the  mortgagee  is  the  mortgagor's  solicitor  ante, 
p.  260. 

See  as  to  production  by  a  mortgagee  under  section  197  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1869,  £e  Marks,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  429  :  £x  parte  Tatton,  17  Ch.  D.  612,  and 
under  an  old  act,  Ex  parte  Caldecott,  Mont.  55 :  and  see  post,  p.  675. 
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DISCOVERY  INVOLVING  DISCLOSURES  INJURIOUS  TO  PUBLIC 

INTERESTS. 

Public  official  doouments  are  generally  protected  from  dis- 
elosore  (whether  hy  aotaal  production  or  in  answer  to 
interrogatories :  Mtzgibbofi  v.  Oreery  Ir.  E.  9  0.  L.  295)  on 
grounds  of  public  policy  and  of  the  prejudice  to  the  public 
interests  by  the  disclosure :  Wadeer  v.  U.  I.  Co.  8  D.  Q-.  M. 
&  G.  p.  191 :  Moodalay  v.  Morton,  1  B.  0.  0.  p.  471.  If  it 
were  not  so,  it  would  be  impossible  to  communicate  freely : 
Smith  V.  E.  L  Co.  1  Ph.  p.  55 :  The  Bellerophon,  44  L.  J. 
Adm.  5.  The  principles  upon  which  justice  is  administered 
in  civil  courts,  whether  between  the  sovereign  and  a  subject 
or  between  subject  and  subject,  preclude  the  possibility  of  the 
interference  of  the  court  for  the  purpose  of  disclosure  of  state 
papers  despatches  minutes  or  documents  of  any  such  descrip- 
tion which  relate  to  the  carrying  on  of  the  government  and 
are  connected  with  the  transaction  of  public  affairs :  Wadeer 
V.  E.  L  Co.  p.  187.  If  the  production  of  a  state  paper  would 
be  injurious  to  the  public  service  the  general  public  interest 
must  be  considered  paramount  to  the  individual  interest  of  a 
suitor  in  a  court  of  justice :  Beatson  v.  Skencj  5  H.  &  N.  p. 
853.  All  official  correspondence  is  not  privileged.  It  is  only 
so  under  particular  and  special  circumstances,  as  where  to 
disclose  it  would  infringe  the  policy  of  an  act  of  parliament 
and  would  be  injurious  to  the  public  interests :  Smith  v.  E. 
I.  Co.  pp.  54,  55.  And  the  communication  must  be  made  in 
pursuance  of  a  public  duty :  Blaie  v.  Pul/ordy  1  M.  &  B.  198 
(where  protection  was  refused  to  a  letter  written  by  a  private 
individual  to  the  Postmaster-Gheneral  complaining  of  the  con- 
duct of  a  guard  towards  a  passenger). 

The  head  or  the  secretary  of  the  particular  department  must 
state  on  oath  that  the  production  of  the  documents  will  in  hi^ 
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opinion  be  injuriouB  to  the  public  service :  The  JBelkraphan, 
44  L.  J.  Adm.  6  :  Kain  v.  Farrer^  37  L.  T.  469  :  BeaUon  v. 
Skene^  5  H.  &  N.  p.  583.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  party  to 
object  to  produce  all  documents  in  his  official  custody  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy,  and  to  refuse  to  state  anything 
further  with  respect  to  them :  the  mind  of  the  proper  person 
must  be  brought  to  bear  on  the  question :  he  must  go  through 
the  documents  and  consider  them :  Kain  v.  Farrer  (Board  of 
Trade). 

A  report  made  in  pursoanoe  of  his  duty  by  the  oommanding  offioer  of 
H.H.  BeUerophon  to  tne  Lozds  of  the  Admirally  on  the  subject  of  a  collision 
with  another  ship  was  protected  in  an  action  by  the  owners  of  the  other  ship 
for  damages  against  the  admiral  and  captain  of  the  BeUerophon  (the  action 
being  defended  on  behalf  of  the  Lords'  of  the  Admiralty),  the  secretary  to 
the  Admiralty  stating  in  an  affidavit  that  it  would  be  prejudicial  to  the 
public  service  to  allow  inspection  of  such  reports  by  litigants  in  proceedings 
at  law  in  respect  of  the  matters  therein  reported,  and  that  therefore  on 
behalf  of  the  Admiralty  he  objected  to  produce  them :  The  BeUerophon^  44 
li.  J.  Adm.  6. 

In  reference  to  copies  of  depositions  relating  to  the  drcnmstancee  of  the 
collision  made  by  the  master  and  crew  of  the  ^aintiffs*  ship  to  the  Boaid  of 
Trade  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854,  sect.  432,  and  an  application 
by  tiie  defendants  for  inspection,  the  Board  of  Trade  having  refused  to 
furnish  them  with  copies  on  the  ground  that  no  depositions  had  been  made 
by  the  master  and  crew  of  their  own  ship,  which  was  a  foreign  ship  ^-nA 
therefore  not  within  the  section.  Butt,  J.  said  <'I  am  not  at  aU  sure  that 
the  Board  of  Trade  were  not  right  in  refusing  to  supply  copies.  I  do  not 
know  their  exact  nature  but  I  know  that  there  are  some  statements  taken  by 
officers  of  the  Board  of  Trade  for  statistical  purposes,  and  I  fbinlr  jt 
undesirable  that  masters  should  be  examined  for  these  purposes  and  then 
tiiat  what  they  have  disclosed  should  be  shown  to  anyone  who  desires  to  see 
it.  I  am  not  therefore  disposed  to  go  out  of  my  way  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  publicity  to  these  documents ;"  the  copies  were  however  (see  ante^ 
p.  395)  protected  on  grounds  of  professional  privilege :  The  Palermo^  9  P.  D.  6. 

A  copy  letter  written  by  the  railway  company  to  the  Board  of  Trade  on 
the  subject  of  a  railway  accident  in  pursuance  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  3,  was 
ordered  to  bo  produced  ;  but  no  protection  seems  to  have  been  claimed  for  it 
<Jn  grounds  of  public  policy :  WoolleyY,  N,  L,  Jt,  Co.  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  602.  So 
letters  written  by  the  lunacy  oonmiissloners  to  the  keeper  of  a  private  asylum 
respecting  a  person  confined  there,  in  an  action  by  the  latter  against  the 
former:  Hill  v.  Fhilp,  7  Exch.  235.  So  a  statement  laid  before  a  com- 
missioner at  his  request  on  application  for  his  confirmation  of  oieditors' 
resolutions :  Flight  v.  JHobituofif  8  Beav.  V-iO, 

The  books  of  government  stock  at  the  JBank  of  England  are  not  privileged 
from  inspection  on  public  ^rounds:  Heslop  v.  Bank ^ England^  6  Sun.  192. 

Other  documents  which  have  been  protected  are :  reports  of  military  com- 
mission of  inquirv :  Home  v.  Bentinek,  2  B.  &  B.  130  :  and  see  Dawkine  v. 
JRokebyf  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  255 :  communication  by  justice  of  peace  to  the  Lords 
OommissionerB  of  the  Qreat  Seal  concerning  another  justice  of  the  peace : 
Fitzgibbon  v.  Oreer^  9  Ir.  R.  G.  L.  295 :  official  communications  between  a 
colonial  governor  and  his  attorney  general :  Wyatt  v.  Gore^  Holt,  N.  P.  299 : 
and  a  nnlitary  officer  imder  his  authority:  Cooke  v.  Maxwell^  2  Stark.  193: 
reports  of  inspector  of  prisons:  MeEheney  r.  Connelian,  17  Ir.  L.  E.  56: 
between  the  directors  of  the  E.  I.  Co.  and  the  Commissioners  of  Affairs  of 
India  under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  86 :  iSmith  v.  E,  /.   Co,  1  Ph.  50 :  political 
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comiminications  in  reference  to  the  x>olitical  duties  of  the  E.  I.  Go. :  Wadeer 
Y.  E,  J.  Co.S  D.  G.  M.  &  G.  182  :  communications  between  an  agent  of  the 
goyemment  in  one  of  the  colonies  and  the  Secretary  of  State :  Anderson  v. 
Hamilton^  2  B.  &  B.  166,  n. :  letter  fh>m  merchant  to  the  Commissioners  of 
Customs  on  revenue  business :  Black  y.  Holmes^  Fox  &  Sm.  28. 

A  clerk  to  the  commissioners  was  as  witness  ordered  to  produce  a  book  con- 
taining the  defendant's  appointment  as  tax  collector,  for  though  he  had 
taken  an  oath  not  to  disclose  anything  he  should  learn  respecting  the 
property  tax,  the  giving  it  in  evidence  in  a  court  of  justice  was  an  implied 
exception :  Le4  y.  Btrrell,  8  Campb.  337 :  and  see  anUy  p.  302. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

DISCOVERY  IN  ACTIONS  FOB  INFRINGEMBNT  OF  PATENTS  OR 

TRADE  MARKS. 

See  as  to  inspection  of  premises  macliineiy  processes,  &c.  in 
such  actions,  post,  Ch.  VI.  Sect.  II. :  and  as  to  the  provisions 
to  that  effect  in  the  Merchandise  Marks  Act,  post^  p.  556. 

I.  Statutory  Particulars  and  Discovery  in  the  Nature  of  Sta- 
tutory Particulars, 

(1)  In  an  action  for  infringement  of  a  patent  the  plaintiff  must  dellyer 
with  his  statement  of  claim,  or  by  order  of  the  court  or  the  judg^e  at  any 
subsequent  time,  particulars  of  the  breaches  complained  of.  (2)  The  de- 
fendant must  deUver  with  his  statement  of  defence,  or  by  order  oi  the  court 
or  a  judgpe  at  any  subsequent  time,  particulars  of  any  objections  on  which  he 
relies  in  support  thereof.  (3)  If  the  defendant  disputes  the  validity  of  the 
patent  the  particulars  delivered  by  him  must  state  on  what  grounds  he  dis- 
putes it,  and  if  one  of  those  grounds  is  want  of  novelty  must  state  the  time 
and  place  of  the  previous  publication  or  user  alleged  by  him.  (4)  At  the 
hearing  no  evidence  shall,  except  by  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  be  ad- 
mitted in  proof  of  any  alleged  infringement  or  objection  of  which  particu- 
lars are  not  so  delivered.  (5)  Particulars  delivered  may  be  from  time  to 
time  amended  by  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge.  (6)  On  taxation  of  costs 
regard  shall  be  had  to  the  particulars  deliver^  by  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant :  and  they  respectively  shall  not  be  allowed  any  costs  in  respect  of  any 
particular  delivered  by  them  unless  the  same  is  certiiied  by  the  court  or  a 
judge  to  have  been  proven  or  to  have  been  reasonable  and  proper,  without 
regard  to  the  general  costs  of  the  case — 46  &  47  Vict.  c.  67,  s.  29. 

This  act  repeals  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  under  section  41  of  which  similar 
provision  was  made  for  the  delivery  of  particulars  in  common  law  actions 
for  infringement  of  patents.  This  section  differs  in  some  respects  from  that 
in  the  recent  act :  but  the  only  difference  which  it  is  here  matexdal  to  notice 
is  Uiat  under  that  section  the  defendant  was  bound  to  state  "the  place  or 
places  at  or  in  which  and  in  what  manner  the  invention  is  alleg^,*'  &c.  It 
is  not  conceived  that  the  present  sub-section  (3)  is  intended  to  have  any 
narrower  scope,  so  as  for  instance  to  exclude  tne  necessity  of  giving  the 
names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  using  or  publishing  the  invention :  see 
pott. 
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The  object  of  this  provision  is  that  each  party  may  have 
full  fair  and  distinct  notice  of  the  case  to  be  made  against 
him,  and,  as  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  may  not  be  surprised  by 
production  at  the  trial  of  evidence  of  prior  user  or  publication 
of  which  he  has  not  had  notice,  and  also  to  enable  him  to 
abandon  the  contest  if  from  the  specified  particulars  it  is 
hopeless :  Daw  v.  Eley^  L.  E.  1  Eq.  p.  41 :  Curtis  v.  Piatt j  8 
L.  T.  657 :  Needham  v.  OxUy,  1  H.  &  M.  248. 

Although  an  order  for  particulars  against  a  defendant  was 
(following  the  words  of  the  section  of  the  old  act,  see  ante)^ 
in  terms  confined  to  ^^  the  place  or  places  at  or  in  which  and 
in  what  manner  the  invention  is  alleged  to  have  been  used  or 
published  prior  to  the  date  of  the  letters  patent " :  Flawer  v. 
Lloyd y  25  W.  E.  17  :  yet  under  this  form  of  order  the  defen- 
dant was  according  to  modem  practice  bound  to  give  fair  in- 
formation as  to  the  persons  by  whom  it  had  been  so  used  or 
published,  though  not  necessarily  the  names  and  addresses  of 
every  person :  Flower  v.  Lhyd^  20  S.  J.  860  (before  Field,  J. 
on  the  amended  objections  under  the  previous  order :  and  cited 
and  followed  in  Birch  v.  Mather^  post,  p.  652),  where  it  was 
held  insufficient  to  say  that  it  had  been  used  by  three  persons 
(giving  their  names  and  addresses)  and  other  persons  in  Bir- 
mingham and  London  respectively,  for  the  defendant  must 
know  the  persons :  see  further  Morgan  v.  Fuller,  L.  E.  2  Eq. 
297 :  Plimpton  v.  Spiller,  20  S.  J.  859,  as  to  what  are  suffi- 
cient particulars  in  this  and  other  respects  :  and  see  Finnegan 
V.  James,  and  Crossley  v.  Totney,  post.  In  Penn  v.  Bibby,  L. 
E.  1  Eq.  548,  the  defendant  was  ordered  to  give  amended  par- 
ticulars stating  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  by 
whom,  and  the  places  where,  and  the  dates  at,  and  the  manner 
in  which,  &c. :  and  so  in  Morgan  v.  Fuller :  see  also  Kuhliger 
V.  Bailey,  dted  ante,  p.  457. 

In  equity  particulars  were  ordered  where  an  issue  was 
directed :  Morgan  v.  Fuller :  Penn  v.  Bibby :  Finnegan  v. 
James :  and  ultimately  it  was  considered  that  the  practice 
ought  to  be  assimilated  to  that  at  common  law  under  this 
section,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  either  to  state  the  par- 
ticulars in  his  bill,  or,  if  they  were  long,  furnish  them  with 
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the  bin,  and  the  defendant  insert  them  in  his  answer : 
Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Finnegan  v.  JameSy  L.  R.  19  Eq.  72 :  Crossley 
V.  Tomey^  2  Ch.  D.  p.  538 :  and  see  post  cus  to  obtaining  this 
information  by  means  of  interrogatories. 

The  practice  as  to  furnishing  particulars  is  now  of  course 
the  same  in  both  divisions  :  see  for  instance  Birch  v.  Mather^ 
po8ty  where  the  defendant  delivered  particulars  with  his  de- 
fence :  and  see  the  recent  act,  ante. 

It  is  also  legitimate  in  a  proper  case  to  obtain  this  infor- 
mation from  the  defendant  by  properly  worded  interroga- 
tories, where  it  has  not  been  disclosed  by  way  of  particulars : 
Birch  V.  Mather^  22  Ch.  D.  629 :  Finmgan  v.  James,  L.  E. 
19  Eq.  72  :  Crossley  v.  Tomey,  2  Ch.  D.  533 :  but  qu.  whether 
if  the  party  offer  to  give  the  information  by  way  of  particu- 
lars, he  would  under  the  new  rules  at  all  events  be  compelled 
to  give  it  by  way  of  answers  to  interrogatories :  see  ante, 
p.  91,  though  otherwise  before  the  Jud.  Act :  Finnegan  v. 
Jaim% :  and  see  also  Crossiey  v.  Toniey :  see  also  generally  as 
to  particulars  under  the  old  rules  of  the  Jud.  Act  ante,  p.  451. 
In  reference  to  the  objection  that  the  defendant  would  not  be 
able  to  adduce  at  the  hearing  any  other  instances  of  prior 
user  Jessel,  M.  E.  in  Finnegan  v.  James,  p.  73,  said  that  if 
any  other  instances  were  discovered  after  answer  he  would  be 
allowed  to  set  them  up  at  the  trial  on  giving  the  plaintiff 
proper  notice :  and  see  Crossley  v.  Tomey,  p.  539 :  and  see 
generally  as  to  this  point  in  other  actions  ante,  p.  452 :  and 
see  as  to  amending  particulars  the  section  of  the  act  ante : 
Penn  v.  Bibby,  L.  E.  1  Eq.  548  :  Daw  v.  Eky,  ibid.  38 :  Edison 
Telephone  Co.  v.  India  Rubber  Co.  17  Ch.  D.  137 :  Wihon  v. 
Gann,  23  W.  E.  546. 

In  Birch  ▼.  Mather,  22  Ch.  D.  629,  where  the  defendant  had  delivered  with 
his  defence  particrdars  of  objections,  including  a  statement  that  the  plaintiff's 
alleged  invention  had  been  used  prior  to  the  date  of  the  patent  at  certain 
works  (naming  them),  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  after  the  close  of  the  pleadings 
to  interrogate  as  to  the  matters  stated  in  the  defendant's  particulars,  including 
the  names  and  present  addresses  of  the  persons  alleged  to  have  used  the  in- 
vention at  those  works.  In  Finnegan  v.  James  and  Crossley  v.  Tomey  discovery 
of  a  similar  nature  was  enforced,  that  is  to  say,  the  names  and  addresses  of 
the  persons  (some  of  them  at  all  events :  see  ante  as  to  instances  subsequently 
discovered)  by  whom,  the  places  where,  the  dates  at,  and  Uie  manner  in 
which,  &c. 
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II.  Discovery  other  than   that  in   the   Nature  of   Statutory 

Particulars, 

(a)  From  the  Defendant. 

In  earlier  cases  in  equity  interrogatories  asking  for  informa- 
tion suoh  as  must  aooording  to  the  interpretation  put  upon  the 
act  have  been  given  at  common  law  in  the  form  of  particulars 
were  regarded  as  improper,  as  inquiring  into  the  defendant's 
case :  Bovill  v.  Goodiery  L.  E.  2  Eq.  459  :  Daw  v.  Eley,  2  H. 
&  M.  725 :  no  reference  apparently  being  made  to  this  act. 

In  Bovill  y.  Goodier  Lord  Hatherleyheld  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound 
to  answer  who  was  the  true  and  nrst  inventor  or  give  instances  of  prior 
nser,  for  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  inquire  generally  into  the  way 
the  defendant  shaped  his  case  in  order  to  find  out  whether  some  of  the 
persons  alleged  by  him  to  have  used  the  process  prior  to  the  patent  were 
those  against  whom  he  had  succeeded  in  other  suite,  though  he  might  have 
asked  if  his  process  was  the  same  as  that  used  by  some  person  specifically 
named.  In  Daw  v.  JEley  the  defendant  was  protected  from  answering  what 
goods  had  been  sold  or  to  whom  or  what  machines  had  been  used  by  him 
similar  to  those  of  the  plaintiff.  And  generally  Lord  Hatherley  considered 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  discovery  of  the  particulars  on  which  the 
defendant  intended  to  rely  as  evidence  of  prior  user,  and  that  he  must  wait 
until  the  defendant  adduced  this  evidence  at  the  hearing  and  then  contradict 
it,  and  further  tibat  it  was  seeking  to  disoover  the  names  of  the  defendant's 
witnesses. 

All  discovery  relating  to  the  defendant's  trade,  suoh  as 
the  names  of  his  customers,  receipts,  prices,  profits,  &c. 
unless  it  is  clearly  material  to  the  actual  determination  of 
the  questions  which  will  arise  at  the  trial,  or,  according  to  the 
expressions  used  in  the  rules,  see  antCy  p.  25,  necessary  or 
material  at  that  stage,  will  be  refused  (or  rather  postponed 
until  after  decree  if  the  plaintifi  should  succeed  in  getting  a 
decree,  see  post^  p.  667)  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
discussed  antcy  Bk.  I.  Chap.  H. :  discovery  of  this  nature 
being  obviously  prejudicial  and  only  to  be  justified  by  its 
manifest  materiality :  see  antCj  pp.  298, 302. 

In  Carver  v.  IHnto  Leite,  L.  B.  7  Gh.  90  (action  for  infringement  of  trade 
marks)  the  d^endants  had  sealed  up  portions  of  entries  in  books,  and  of  other 
documents  as  not  relating  to  the  matters  in  question,  or  wherebj  the  plaintifEs 
could  gather  any  information  which  would  help  them  to  estabbsh  their 
claim :  thej  were  ordered  to  unseal  the  marks  used  on  their  goods,  and  any 
directions  relating  to  them,  and  the  towns  to  which  the  goods  were  sent ;  but 
not  the  names  of  their  customers  or  the  prices,  for  those  were  matters  which 
concerned  only  their  trade  and  a  discovery  of  them  would  not  aid  the  plaintijffii 
in  establishing  their  title  to  the  marks,  nor  the  names  of  the  manniactuzers 
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of  the  goods.  Discoyery  as  to  the  machines  in  the  defendant's  possession,  as 
to  the  articles  manufactured,  and  other  matters  was  refused  in  De  La  Rtie  v. 
Dickinson,  3  K.  &  J.  388,  as  being  unnecessary  for  the  actual  determination 
of  the  matter  in  question,  namely  the  fact  of  infringement,  though  if  the 
plaintiff  got  a  decree  he  would  then  be  entitled  to  this  discovery :  see  on  the 
other  hand  Swinbome  v.  NeUofif  ante,  p.  33,  where  the  ruld  of  a  full  answer 
was  applied  to  discovery  of  this  nature.  In  Howe  v.  MeKcman,  30  Beav. 
647,  the  plaintiff  charging  that  the  defendant  had  sold  under  the  plaintiff's 
name  sewing  machines  not  manufactured  by  him,  the  defendant  was  held 
bound  (partly  under  the  technical  rule  of  a  full  answer)  to  diBclose  the  names 
of  the  persons  to  whom  and  dates  (and  prices  and  other  matters)  at  which  he 
had  sold  any  machine  alleged  to  be  made  in  infringement  of  the  patent  (not 
merely  those  sold  as  Howe  s  machines,  for  it  was  material  for  the  plaintiff  to 
test  the  truth  of  the  defendant's  statement  as  to  whether  any  of  the  machines 
sold  by  him  were  or  were  not  Howe*s  machines) ;  in  Simpson  v.  Ckarlesworthy 
14  L.  T.  699,  an  answer  to  oppressive  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the 
defendant's  process  and  trade  was  refused  to  be  enforced :  in  Crossley  v. 
Stewart,  1  N.  B.  426,  accounts  of  royalties  and  other  payments  received  by 
the  defendant,  and  from  whom  received,  were  ordered,  for  they  might  be 
useful  in  proving  infringement :  in  Young  v.  White,  17  Beav.  532,  where  the 
only  issue  was  whether  the  plaintiff  was  or  was  not  the  true  inventor,  the 
defendant  was  protected  from  discovering  his  own  process,  for  it  was  im- 
material to  that  issue:  see  also  ItolU  v.  Isaacs,  W.  N.  78,  p.  37,  where, 
plaintiff  and  defendant  each  dainiing  under  a  patent  of  his  own,  the 
defendant  was  protected  from  discovery  relating  to  his  own  process  and  the 
application  of  it  to  ships:  Renard  v.  Levinstein,  3  N.  B.  665,  where  the 
defendant,  denying  the  alleg^  infringement  and  stating  that  his  trade 
depended  on  keeping  his  process  secret,  was  ordered  to  discover  whether  he 
made  use  of  certain  matenals  but  not  the  proportions  in  which  he  used  them, 
and  also  whether  he  used  any  other  materials  but  not  what  materials :  but  a 
defendant  has  been  held  bound  to  state  (so  far  as  he  can,  see  post,  p.  555)  in 
what  particulars  his  own  process  differed  from  that  described  in  the  plaintiff's 
specification :  Crossley  v.  Tomey,  2  Ch.  D.  633 :  and  see  Hoffmann  v.  Postil, 
post,  p.  555. 

As  to  difiooveiy  after  and  for  the  purpose  of  working  out 
the  decree.  (See  also  generally  as  to  discovery  for  this  pur- 
pose ^o«^,  Chapter  IV.) 

In  prosecuting  an  inquiry  for  damages  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
fullest  possible  discovery:  Bacon,  V.-C.  in  Murray  v.  Clayton,  L.  B.  15  Eq. 
p.  118.  After  decree  for  an  injunction  restraining  infringement  and  for  an 
inquiiy  as  to  damages  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  an  affidavit  from  the 
defendant  stating  the  number  of  machines  made  since  the  date  of  the  patent 
and  also  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  sold  or  for  whom  purchased,  for 
(in  reference  to  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  would  proceed  against  these 
persons  and  thereby  the  defendant's  business  would  be  ruined)  he  could  not 
excuse  himself  or  avoid  the  discovery  because  of  any  consequence  which 
might  ensue  from  his  wrong  doing:  ibid.  115,  pp.  119 — 120 :  (and  see  Tetley 
V.  Boston,  ante,  p.  807). 

See  also  Be  La  Rue  v.  Dickinson,  3  K.  &  J.  388  (cited  ante:  Saxby  v. 
Easterbrook,  post,  p.  669 :  Stephens  v.  Brett,  10  L.  T.  231,  suit  to  restrain  the 
piracy  of  a  literary  work,  where  the  biU  sought  directions  for  ascertaining 
the  matter  pirated  and  delivery  up  of  the  copies  of  the  publication  containing 
it,  and  where  a  complete  decree  (see  ante,  p.  21)  could  not  be  given  without 
discovery  of  these  matters :  Leather  Cloth  Co.  v.  Hirschjleld,  1  H.  &  M.  p.  297, 
where  a  decree  having  been  made  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  ubo  of 
plaintiff's  trade  mark  with  an  inquiry  as  to  damages,  the  defendant  in  oxoes 
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exammaiion  on  his  affidavit  made  on  the  inquiry  was  held  bound  to  give  the 
names  of  the  enstomers  to  whom  he  had  sold  articles  bearing  the  trade  mark, 
and  if  he  conld  not  distinguish  between  such  persons  and  the  purchasers  of 
articles  not  bearing  such  mark  he  must  give  the  names  of  all  nis  customers 
in  order  that  the  plaintiff  might  investigate  the  matter  for  himself,  by 
analogy  to  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill  and  administer  inter- 
rogatories of  that  character. 


(b)  From  the  Plaintiff:  see  ante^  p.  553. 

The  defendant's  case  being  to  prove  the  invaKdity  of  the 
plaintiff's  patent  {Daw  v.  J?fey,  cited  antCy  p.  553,  where  it  was 
the  plaintiff  who  was  seeking  disooveiy,  being  distinguished  on 
this  ground :  but  see  antey  pp.  467, 498,  as  to  the  true  nature  of 
the  difference  between  the  position  of  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant in  this  respect)  he  was  held  entitled  to  interrogate  the 
plaintiff  in  detail  as  to  the  differences  between  his  process  as 
compared  with  that  of  previous  patentees,  in  order  to  show  that 
there  were  no  differences,  and  in  particular  for  this  purpose 
to  interrogate  as  to  the  specifications  of  these  patentees,  for 
the  questions  did  not  cease  to  be  questions  of  fact  because 
they  referred  to  the  specifications  or  other  written  documents 
(see  further  as  to  this  point  ante^  p.  115),  and  also  as  to  the 
particulars  of  infringement,  though  in  this  case  it  was  held 
sufficient  to  refer  to  the  particulars  set  out  in  the  bill :  Hoff- 
mann V.  Postil,  L.  B».  4  Ch.  673.  See  also  Benbmc  v.  Zoer, 
cited  ante^  p.  453. 

A  plaintiff  has  been  ordered  to  answer  as  to  the  terms 
of  a  compromise  in  another  action  as  being  material :  Betts 
V.  Niihony  W.  N.  66,  p.  170 :  and  see  generally  as  to  dis- 
covery of  this  nature  antcy  p.  186  :  but  not  as  to  the  alleged 
failure  of  proceedings  abroad  where  it  was  immaterial: 
Hoffimnn  v.  Postily  L.  E.  4  Ch.  673. 


It  was  held  sufficient  in  Crossley  v.  Tomey  to  say  "  I 
cannot  show  in  what  manner  the  two  articles  differ  without 
ocular  demonstration."  See  a  similar  answer  in  Smith  v. 
O.  W.  R.  Co,  cited  ^os^  p.  581,  and  the  order  there  made. 
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The  following  provisions  of  the  Merchandise  Marks  Act, 
25  &  26  Vict.  c.  88,  may  be  noted : — 

B7  section  6  any  person  selling  or  exposing  for  sale,  &c.  any  chattds  or 
articles  with  any  forged  or  counterfeited  trade  mark  or  with  the  trade  mark 
of  any  other  person  used  without  authority  or  excuse,  &c.  is  bound  within 
forty-eight  hours  after  delivery  of  a  demand  in  writing  to  give  full  informa- 
tion of  tbe  name  and  address  of  the  person  from  whom  he  obtained  them  and 
of  the  time  when  he  obtained  them  and  may  be  proceeded  against  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace  in  case  of  refusal. 

See  section  21  providing  for  inspection  of  processes,  articles,  &o.  poit^ 
p.  582. 

By  section  11  provision  is  made  for  compelling  discovery  and  evidence 
to  be  given  in  spite  of  the  penalties  imposed  by  the  act :  (see  further  as  to 
provisions  of  a  similar  nature  antCf  p.  329). 

In  a  recent  case,  Orr  v.  Diaper^  4  Ch.  D.  92,  owners  of 
a  trade  mark  were  held  entitled  to  bring  an  action  for  dis* 
oovery  against  shippers  of  articles  with  a  counterfeited  trade- 
mark to  discover  the  names  of  the  consignors:  see  further 
posty  p.  609,  as  to  this  case. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

ACTIONS  ON  MARINE  POLICIES  AGAINST  UNDERWRITERS. 

Underwriters  of  marine  polioies  liave  from  early  times 
been  exceptionally  favoured  in  the  matter  of  discovery. 
^^Long  before  the  Jad.  Acts  the  peculiarity  of  insurance 
business  had  given  rise  to  a  practice  both  in  chancery  and 
at  common  law  of  granting  discovery  to  a  larger  extent  than 
in  ordinary  business.  The  reasons  for  this  ore  not  far  to 
seek.  The  underwriters  have  no  means  of  knowing  how  a 
loss  was  caused;  it  occurs  abroad,  and  when  the  ship  is 
entirely  under  the  control  of  the  assured :"  Brett,  L.  J.  in 
China  Steamship  Co.  v.  Commercial  Assurance  Co,  8  Q.  B.  D. 
p.  145 :  see  also  Jessel,  M.  B.  ibid.  p.  144 :  Rayner  v.  RiisoUj 
6  B.  &  S.  888 :.  Daniel  v.  Bond,  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  pp.  723—724 
(where  it  was  said  that  in  this  particular  there  was  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  underwriters  and  any  other  person 
suing  the  shipowner,  see  this  case  further  cited  antCy  p.  185), 
and  the  cases  there,  p.  724,  cited :  and  Ooldschmidt  v.  Marryatj 
1  Campb.  559.  Nor  is  the  discovery  confined  to  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  the  loss.  ^^  Nothing  is  more  dij£cult  to 
ascertain  and  nothing  more  dangerous  them  to  limit  the  rights 
of  underwriters  to  discovery.  It  has  been  considered  at  all 
times  and  in  all  countries  that  in  cases  of  this  nature  the 
underwriters  are  entitled  to  a  discovery  not  only  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  the  original  contract  (and  see  Daniel  v. 
Bondy  p.  723),  but  to  the  whole  history  of  the  adventure  and 
loss :"  Janson  v.  Solarte,  2  T.  &  C.  p.  136 :  and  to  an  in- 
spection of  everything  relating  to  the  particular  transaction 
in  dispute :  ibid.  p.  138. 

In  an  action  against  them  for  loss  of  a  ship  a  plaintiff  must,  whether  nnder 
the  old  common  hiw  practice  or  nnder  the  G.  L.  P.  Act,  1861,  have  produced 
eveiything  (such  as  letters  between  the  plaintiff  shipowner  and  the  master  of 
the  ship  both  before  and  after  t^e  loss)  that  might  throw  a  light  upon  the 
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part  of  the  transaction  in  which  both  partioB  were  interested :  Baffner  y. 
RiUon. 

If  it  were  eugg^eted  in  answer  to  a  claim  in  respect  of  goods  alleged  to 
have  been  purchased,  shipped,  and  lost,  that  no  such  goods  were  purdiased 
or  shipped,  and  that  the  plaintifEs  were  not  in  a  position  to  purchase  them, 
and  generally  the  bona  fides  of  the  transaction  were  impeached,  it  might 
under  some  circumstances  be  admissible  to  interrogate  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that'the  plaintiffs  had  not  sufficient  capital  or  credit  to  make  such 
purchase,  and  in  any  case  to  have  inspection  of  entries  in  their  books  re- 
lating to  the  purchase  and  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  of  correspondence 
with  the  alleg^  consignees:  see  Jaruon  y.  Solar te,  pp.  136 — 139. 

Further,  the  right  of  the  underwriters  extends  to  discovery 
and  production  of  any  documents  which  are  in  the  possession 
of  any  persons  interested  (that  is,  persons  on  the  same  side 
as  the  plaintiffs :  China ^  8fc.  Co,  v.  Commercial,  Sfc.  Co,  p.  145), 
although  these  persons  are  not  parties  to  the  action.  The 
contract  of  insurance  is  made  in  peculiar  terms  on  behalf  of 
the  assured  himself  and  aU  persons  interested,  and  who  these 
persons  are,  especially  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  is  entirely 
imknown  to  the  underwriters :  Brett,  L.  J.  in  China  Steam- 
ship  Co.  V.  Commercial  Assurance  Co.  8  Q.  B.  D.  145.  The 
practice  therefore  arose  at  common  law  of  ordering  an 
affidavit  to  be  made  in  such  a  form  as  to  include  documents 
in  the  possession  of  these  persons :  and  it  was  held  in  West 
of  Englandy  8fe.  Bank  v.  Canton  Insurance  Co,  2  Ex.  D.  472, 
that  this  practice  survived  the  Jud.  Act ;  emd  subsequently 
(1880)  a  form  of  order  was  issued,  being  that  now  incor- 
porated in  Appendix  K.  to  the  Jud.  Act,  No.  19,*  leaving 

*  Order  for  Production  (Underwriters).     (App.  K.  Ko.  19.) 
Upon  hearing  and  upon  reading  the  affidavit  of  filed  the 

day  of  18    ,  and 

it  is  ordered  that  the  do  produce  and  show  to  the  upon  oath 

all  insurance  slips,  policies,  letters  of  instruction  or  other  orders  for  effecting 
such  slips  or  policies,  or  relating  to  the  insurance  or  i^e  subject-matter  of 
the  insurance  on  the  ship  or  the  cftrgo  on  board  thereof,  or  the  freight 

thereby,  and  also  all  documents  relating  to  the  sailinc'  or  alleged  loss  of 
the  said  ship  the  caxgo  on  board  thereof  and  the  freight  thereby,  and 

all  letters  and  correspondence  with  any  person  or  persons  in  any  manner 
relating  to  the  effecting  the  insurance  on  the  said  ship,  the  carg^  on  board 
thereof,  or  the  freight  thereby,  or  any  other  insurance  whatsoever  effected 
on  the  said  ship,  or  the  cargo  on  board  thereof,  or  the  freight  thereby  on 
the  voyage  insured  by,  or  relating  to  the  policy  sued  upon  in  tiiis  action, 
or  any  otner  policy  whatsoever  effected  on  the  said  ship,  or  the  cargo  on 
board  thereof,  or  the  freight  thereby  on  the  same  voyage.  Also  all  oorre- 
spondenoe  between  the  captain  or  agent  of  the  vessel  and  any  other  person 
with  the  owner  or  any  person  or  persons  previous  to  the  commencement  of 
or  during  the  voyage  upon  which  the  alleged  loss  happened.    Also  all  pro- 
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however  a  blank  for  the  persons  who  are  to  make  the  dis« 
ooverj  and  production :  this  blank  may  be  filled  up  generally 
thus  "  the  plaintiffs  and  all  persons  interested  in  these  pro- 
ceedings and  in  the  insurance  the  subject  of  this  action:"  or 
specially,  as  in  West  of  England^  8fc.  Bank  v.  Canton  Insurance 
Co,  where  the  plaintiffs  were  mortgagees  of  32/6  4 ths  of  the 
ship,  the  ship  having  been  sailed  by  the  mortgagors  who 
were  managing  owners  and  were  now  dead,  and  the  order 
directed  that  "  the  plaintiffs,  the  mortgagors  or  their  re- 
presentatives and  all  persons  interested,"  &c.  It  will  be 
noticed  that  this  form  does  not  contain  a  direction  to  '^  account 
for  all  such  documents  as  were  once  but  are  not  now  in  their 
or  any  of  their  possession,  custody  or  power  as  did  the  form 
used  in  both  of  the  above-mentioned  cases. 

The  form  of  order  directs  a  stay  of  proceedings :  but  the 
only  object  of  this  stay  is  to  put  the  plaintiffs  under  the  neces- 
sity of  making  every  effort  to  get  possession  of  the  documents 
where  they  are  not  under  their  own  control :  it  is  not  an  abso- 
lute stay :  if  the  plaintiffs  produce  all  that  they  can  get  and 
show  that  they  have  bon&  fide  done  all  they  can  to  discover 
and  get  the  other  documents,  if  any,  the  stay  will  be  taken 
off,  and  they  will  not  be  prejudiced :  West  of  Englandy  Sfc. 
Bank  v.  Canton  Insurance  Co.  pp.  474 — 476 :  China^  8fc.  Co,  v. 
Commercial,  Sfc.  Co.  pp.  144, 145 — 146. 

Where  the  other  parties  interested  are  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  not  under  the  plaintiffs'  control  it  seems  that  no  stay 
will  be  directed :  Fraser  v.  Burrows,  2  Q.  B.  D.  624,  where 
the  plaintiffs  were  insurance  brokers  who  had  insured  as 
agents  for  the  owner  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  who  was  in 
Prince  Edward's  Island. 

tests,  surYeys,  log  books,  charter-parties,  tradesmen's  bills  for  repairs, 
average  statements,  letters,  inyoices,  bills  of  parcels,  bills  of  lading,  mani- 
fests, aooounts,  accounts- current,  accounts-sales,  bills  of  exchange,  receipts, 
vouchers,  boobs,  documents,  correspondence  papers  and  writings  (whether 
originals,  duplicates  or  copies  respectively),  which  now  are  in  uie  custody, 
possession  or  power  of  the  his  brokers,  solicitors  or  agents,  in  any 

way  relating  or  referring  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this  action,  with 
liberty  for  the  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  or  extracts  from  the  same 

or  any  of  them,  and  that  in  the  meantime  all  further  proceedings  be  stayed, 
and  that  the  costs  of  this  application  be 
Patedthe  day  of  18    . 
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No  affidavit  is  necessary  on  the  application  :  China^  8fc.  Co. 
y.  Commercial^  8fc.  Co. :  though  see  the  form  in  the  note  ante. 

No  deposit  for  costs  is  necessary :  Law  v.  Budd^  W.  N.  83, 
p.  166,  posty  p.  595. 

See  as  to  discovery  in  favour  of  underwriters  .in  cases  of 
indictable  frauds  antej  p.  340. 

As  to  discovery  by  underwriters  see  Kellock  v.  Home  and 
Colonial  Insurance  Co.  referred  to  ante^  p.  515. 
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CHAPTER  m. 

THE  PROBATE,  DIVORCE  AND  ADMIRALTY  DIVISION. 

I.  Probate  Actions  [see  the  definition  Ord.  LXXL  r,  1). 

The  Orders  and  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  apply 
to  "probate  actions"  (Ord.  LXXI.  r.  1) :  but  the  old  rules 
and  orders  of  the  Court  of  Probate  are  in  force  subject  thereto. 

By  section  18  of  the  Jud.  Act,  1875,  all  rules  and  orders  of  conrt  in  force 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  act  in  the  Court  of  Probate  (and  the 
Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes,  and  the  Admiralty  Court)  except 
so  far  as  they  are  expressly  raried  by  the  first  schedule  thereto,  or  by  Rules 
of  Court  made  by  Order  in  Council  before  the  commencement  of  the  act, 
remain  and  are  m  force  in  the  High  Court  of  Justice  until  altered  or 
annulled  by  any  Bules  of  Court  made  after  the  commencement  of  the  act. 

The  only  powers  of  enforcing  discovery  possessed  by  the 
old  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  probate  cases  seem  to  have  been 
the  power  of  ordering  an  affidavit  as  to  scripts  (see  jww^,  p.  563), 
and  of  ordering  production  in  the  registry  of  particular  docu- 
ments proved  to  be  material,  and,  it  seems,  whether  pleaded 
or  not :  Peacocke  v.  Lotce^  36  L.  J.  P.  &  M.  91 :  L.  R.  1  P.  & 
D.  478,  n.  For  other  discovery  the  party  was  obliged  to  go 
into  equity  and  file  al)ill  of  discovery :  ibid, :  Fuller  v.  Ingraniy 
5  Jur.  N.  8.  510 :  see  j^o^^,  p.  613.  See  j^oa^,  p.  613,  generally 
as  to  bills  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts. 

The  Probate  Court  was  not  within  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts.  But 
by  section  36  of  the  Court  of  Probate  Act,  1857,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  when  the  court  should  order  a  question  of  fact  to 
be  tried  before  itself  by  a  jury  the  Court  of  Probate  should 
for  all  purposes  of  or  auxiliary  to  the  trial  of  questions  of  fact 
by  a  juiy  before  the  court  itself  and  in  respect  of  new  trials 
thereof,  and  also  for  all  purposes  in  relation  to  or  conse- 
quential upon  the  direction  of  issues  have  the  same  jurisdic- 
tion, powers  and  authority  in  all  respects  as  belonged  to  any 

D.  0  0 
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superior  court  of  common  law  or  to  any  judge  thereof,  or 
to  the  High  Court  of  (chancery  or  any  judge  thereof,  for  the 
like  purposes.  And  this  section  was  interpreted  as  conferring 
upon  the  court  in  such  cases  all  the  powers  of  ordering  dis- 
ooveiy  possessed  by  the  courts  of  common  law  and  of  equity : 
Hunt  V.  AndersoHy  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  476,  commenting  on 
Peacocke  v.  Lotcej  ante,  where  this  section  was  not  referred  to. 
Accordingly  in  this  case  (issues  having  been  ordered  to  try 
the  pleas  raised  by  the  defendant,  insanity  and  undue 
influence)  the  plaintiffs  were  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  of 
documents,  and  in  particular  as  to  letters  written  by  and  to 
the  testator  or  on  his  behalf,  to  produce  such  of  them  as  were 
in  their  own  possession,  and  (in  effect)  to  account  for  any  that 
had  been  destroyed,  for  they  might  have  the  strongest  possible 
bearing  on  the  question  of  the  testator's  sanity.'  So  the  de- 
fendant was  ordered  to  make  a  similar  affidavit  as  to  corre- 
spondence between  himself  and  the  testator. 
As  to  testamentary  papers  or  writings. 

The  Court  of  Probate  may,  on  motioiL  or  petition  or  otherwise  in  a  sum- 
mary way,  whether  any  suit  or  other  proceeding  shaU  or  shaU  not  be  pending 
in  the  court  with  respect  to  any  probate  or  administration,  order  any  person 
to  produce  and  bring  into  the  prmcipal  or  any  district  registry,  or  otherwise 
as  the  court  may  direct,  any  paper  or  writing  being  or  purporting  to  be 
testamentary,  which  may  be  ^own  to  be  in  the  possession  or  under  the 
control  of  such  person;  and  if  it  be  not  shown  that  any  such  paper  or 
writing  is  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  such  person,  but  it  shaJl 
appear  that  there  are  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that  he  has  the  know- 
ledjge  of  any  such  paper  or  writing,  the  court  may  direct  such  person  to 
attend  for  the  purpose  of  bein^  examined  in  open  court,  or  upon  interroga- 
tories respecting  the  same ;  and  such  person  shall  be  bound  to  answer  such 
questions  or  interrogatories,  and,  if  so  ordered,  to  produce  and  bring  in  such 
paper  or  writing,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  like  process  of  contempt  in  case 
of  default  in  not  attending  or  not  answering  such  questions  or  interroga- 
tories, or  not  bringing  in  such  paper  or  writing,  as  he  would  have  been 
subject  to  in  case  he  had  been  a  party  to  a  suit  in  the  court  and  had  made 
such  default ;  and  tiie  costs  of  any  such  motion,  petition,  or  other  proceeding 
shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court :  Court  of  Probate  Act,  1857,  section  26. 
ApplicatioDS  for  an  order  for  the  production  of  papers  or  writings  purporting 
to  be  testamentary  may  be  made  to  the  judge,  by  motion  or  by  summons 
when  a  suit  is  pending,  and  by  motion  upon  affidavit  when  no  suit  is  pending. 
If  it  can  be  shown  that  a  testamentary  paper  is  in  the  possession,  within  the 
power,  or  under  the  control  of  any  person,  a  subjKBna  for  the  production  of 
the  same  may  be  obtained  by  a  regpistrar*s  order,  founded  on  an  affidavit. 
Itule  73  of  the  same  act. 

The  examination  of  a  person  under  this  section  respecting  his  knowledge 
of  testamentary  papers  must  be  either  in  open  court  or  on  interrogatories : 
Zatosy  2  P.  &  D.  468. 

Counsel  may  attend  on  his  behalf  and  put  questions  to  him  and  also  to  the 
other  persons  required  to  attend :  Copef  36  L.  J.  P.  &  H.  83. 
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The  affidavit  as  to  scripts. 

Bules  30—32  of  the  Court  of  Probate  (1862)  provide  as  follows  :— 

In  testamentary  causes  the  plaintiff  and  draendant,  witibin  eight  days  of 
the  entiy  of  an  appearance  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  are  respeotiTdy  to 
file  their  affidayits  as  to  scripts,  whether  they  have  or  have  not  any  script  in 
their  possession.  Every  script  which  has  at  any  time  been  made  by  or  under 
the  direction  of  the  testator,  whether  a  will  codicil  draft  of  a  will  or  codicil 
or  written  instructions  for  the  same,  of  which  the  deponent  has  any  know- 
ledge is  to  be  specified  in  his  afildavit  of  scripts ;  and  evenr  script  in  the 
custody  or  under  the  control  of  the  party  making  the  a£&davit  is  to  be  an- 
nexed thereto,  and  deposited  therewith  in  the  registry.  No  party  in  the 
cause,  nor  his  proctor,  solicitor,  or  attorney,  shall  be  at  liberty,  except  by 
leave  of  the  judge,  or  of  one  of  the  registrars  of  the  principal  registry,  to 
inspect  the  affidavit  as  to  scripts,  or  the  scripts  annexed  thereto,  filed  by 
any  other  party  to  the  cause,  until  his  own  affidavit  as  to  scripts  shall  have 
been  filed. 

The  body  of  the  form  of  affidavit  as  to  scripts  is  as  follovns : — I,  A.  B. 
of  in  this  county  of  ,  party  in  this  cause,  make  oath  and  say, 

that  no  paper  or  parchment  writing,  being  or  purporting  to  be,  or  having 
the  form  or  effect  of  a  will  or  codicil  or  other  testamentary  disposition  of 
E.  F.  late  of  in  the  county  of  deceased,  the  deceased  in  this  cause, 

or  being  or  purporting  to  be  instructions  for,  or  the  draft  of,  any  wOl, 
oodicU,  or  testamentary  disposition  of  the  said  E.  F.  has  at  any  time,  either 
before  or  since  his  deatii,  come  to  the  hands,  possession  or  knowledge  of  my 
solicitors  in  this  suit,  so  far  as  is  known  to  me,  this  deponent,  save  and  ex- 
cept the  true  and  original  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  deceased  now 
remaining  in  the  principal  resistry  of  this  court  [or  "hereunto  annexed"  or 
as  the  case  may  bel  ttie  said  wUl  bearing  date  the  day  of  18      [or  at 

the  ease  may  be"]  also  save  and  except  [here  add  the  dates  and  particulars  of  any 
other  testamentary  papers  of  which  the  deponent  has  any  knowledge']. 

In  probate  actions  the  plaintiff  shall,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
court  or  a  judge,  deliver  his  statement  of  claim  within  six  weeks  from  the 
entxy  of  appearance  by  the  defendant,  or  from  the  time  limited  for  his 
appearance,  in  case  he  has  made  default :  but  where  the  defendant  has 
appeared  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  compelled  to  deliver  it  until  the  expira- 
tion of  eight  oays  after  the  defendant  has  filed  his  affidavit  as  to  scripts. 
Ord.  XX.  r.  2. 

The  practice  of  ordering  an  affidavit  as  to  scripts  was  an  old  one :  see 
ante,  p.  661. 

A  further  affidavit  would  be  ordered  if  necessary :  Feacocke  v.  Lowe^  ante, 
p.  661. 

Instructions  for  a  will  should  be  included  in  the  affidavit :  Foxwell  v.  Foole^ 
3  Sw.  &  Tr.  6. 

See  as  to  the  conditions  necessaiy  to  entitle  a  party  to  an  affidavit  Antrohus 
V.  Leyyattf  3  Hagg.  616. 


II.  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes. 

Nothing  in  the  rules  of  the  Jud.  Act,  save  as  expressly 
provided,  shall  affect  the  procedure  or  practice  in  proceedings 
for  divorce  or  other  matrimonial  causes :  see  Ord.  LXVIII. 

r.  1. 

See  section  18  of  the  Jud.  Act,  1876,  ante^  p.  561,  oon- 

oo!J 
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tinuing  the  orders  and  rules  of  this  court  in  force  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  act. 

In  a  suit  for  nullity  of  marriage  Butt,  J.  gave  leave  to 
interrogate  the  petitioner  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person 
alleged  to  be  the  respondent's  husband  and  alive,  observing 
that  it  was  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  Divorce 
Division  to  order  interrogatories,  and  that  he  should  continue 
the  practice :  Euston  v.  Smithy  9  P.  D.  57. 

There  was  no  direct  statutory  enactment  conferring  any 
powers  of  discovery  on  the  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial 
Causes :  section  47  of  the  Act  of  1857  conferred  upon  it  the 
powers  of  the  common  law  courts  as  to  interrogatories  on 
commission. 

It  seems  however  to  have  been  considered  that  this  court 
possessed  the  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction  of  ordering 
inspection  of  documents :  see  Shaw  v.  Shawy  2  S.  &  T.  642, 
where  the  petitioner  was  allowed  to  inspect  and  take  copies 
in  order  to  be  able  to  give  particulars  of  acts  of  cruelty :  and 
in  effect  the  powers  conferred  by  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts:  see 
Pollard  V.  Pollard^  3  S.  &  T.  613.  In  this  last  case  the 
petitioner  was  ordered  to  bring  into  the  registry  for  the 
inspection  of  the  judge,  in  order  that  he  might  determine 
whether  the  respondent  was  entitled  to  see  them  (in  which 
case  an  order  for  inspection  and  taking  copies  would  be 
made),  certain  letters  from  the  respondent  to  the  petitioner 
alleged  to  contain  matters  which  might  operate  to  reduce  the 
damages,  unless  he  should  file  an  affidavit  stating  that  he 
had  no  such  letters  or  that  they  did  not  contain  those  matters : 
and  so  in  a  similar  case,  Winacom  v.  Wimcomy  3  S.  &  T.  383 : 
and  also  in  the  Icust  case  letters  by  the  petitioner  to  the  re- 
spondent. 


m.  Admiralty  Causes, 

The  orders  and  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  apply  to 
admiralty  causes.  By  section  18  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Jud.  Act,  1875  (see  antey  p.  661)  all  rules  and  orders  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
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of  the  act  were  oontiiiued  exoept  as  expressly  varied  :  but  by 
Eules  of  S.  C.  1883,  the  rules  orders  and  regulations  for  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  1859  and  1871,  are 
annulled,  and  the  orders  and  rules  of  S.  C.  1883,  stand  in  lieu 
thereof. 

Prior  to  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861,  this  court  seems 
to  have  had  no  power  of  compelling  discovery.  Section  17  of 
that  act  conferred  on  the  judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty all  such  powers  as  were  possessed  by  any  of  the  superior 
courts  of  common  law  or  any  judge  thereof  to  compel  either 
party  in  any  cause  or  matter  to  answer  interrogatories  and  to 
enforce  the  production  inspection  and  delivery  of  copies  of  any 
document  in  his  possession  or  power. 

Under  the  powers  thus  conferred  PhiUimore,  J.  decided,  so  fax  as  he  was 
able,  to  mould  the  practice  rather  in  conformity  with  that  of  the  Courts  of 
Ghancerr  than  that  of  the  common  law  courts :  The  Mary  or  Alexandra^  L.  B. 
2  A.  &  E.  319. 

Before  application  to  the  court  for  an  order  for  inspection  the  applicant 
should  have  applied  to  the  party  liimgftlf  for  inspection,  otherwise  he  would 
be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application :  The  Memphis,  L.  B.  3  A.  &  E. 
23  (and  see  ante,  p.  269). 

The  common  law  practice  of  insisting  as  a  condition  of  ordering  an  affidavit 
of  documents  that  the  applicant  should  show  some  one  material  document  to 
be  in  the  adyersary's  poaseBsion  was  followed  in  admiralty :  The  Cordelia,  28 
L.  T.  776. 

Where  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  in  performance  of  salvage 
services  they  had  been  obliged  to  deviate  from  their  course 
and  relied  on  the  possible  risk  in  respect  to  the  vacation  of 
their  policies  of  insurance  as  an  ingredient  to  be  considered  in 
fixing  the  amount  of  salvage,  inspection  by  the  defendant  of 
the  policies  and  bills  of  lading  was  ordered :  T/ie  MeniphiSy 
L.  E.  3  A.  &  B.  23. 

The  Preliminary  Act. 

In  actions  in  any  Diyision  for  damage  by  collision  between  vessels,  unless 
the  court  or  a  judge  shall  otherwise  oraer,  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintifF  shall, 
within  seven  days  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  the  solicitor  for 
the  defendant  shaU  within  seven  days  after  apx>earanoe,  and  before  any 
pleading  is  d^vered,  file  with  the  registrar,  master,  or  other  proper  o£&cer, 
as  the  case  may  be,  a  document  to  be  called  a  PreUminary  Act,  which  shall 
be  sealed  up  and  shall  not  be  opened  until  ordered  by  the  court  or  a  judge, 
and  which  shall  contain  a  statement  of  the  following  particulars:  (a)  tiie 
names  of  the  vessels  which  came  into  collision  and  the  names  of  their  masters : 
(b)  the  time  of  the  collision :  (c)  the  place  of  the  collision  :  (d)  tiie  direction 
and  force  of  the  wind :  (e)  the  state  of  the  weather :  (f)  the  state  and  force 
of  the  tide :  fg)  the  course  and  speed  of  the  vessel  when  the  other  was  first 
seen :  (h)  the  lights,  if  any,  carried  by  her :  (i)  the  distance  and  bouing  of 
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the  other  vessel  when  first  seen :  (k)  the  lights,  if  any,  of  the  other  vessel 
which  were  first  seen :  (1)  whether  auj  lights  of  the  other  vessel,  other  than 
those  first  seen,  came  into  view  before  the  collision :  (m)  what  measures  were 
taken,  and  when,  to  avoid  the  collision ;  (n)  the  parts  of  each  vessel  which 
first  came  into  contact.    Ord.  XIX.  r.  28  (first  part). 

The  object  of  the  preliminary  act  is  to  obtain  from  the  parties  statements 
of  the  facts  at  a  time  when  they  are  fresh  in  their  recollection :  The  Frankland, 
3  A.  &  E.  611. 

It  cannot  be  amended  at  the  hearing :  ibid. 

The  rule  only  applies  to  actions  by  one  ship  against  another:  not  for 
instance  to  an  action  by  the  owner  of  cargo  whion  may  have  been  damaged 
by  the  collision :  jThe  John  Boyne,  25  W.  B.  766. 

Interrogatories  seeking  information  which  would  to  a  great 
extent  be  afforded  by  the  preliminary  act  could  not  be 
struck  out  under  the  old  rules  (see  ante^  p.  100)  as  being 
exhibited  unreasonably  or  vexatiously,  or  otherwise:  The 
JRadnorshirey  5  P.  D.  172 ;  though  in  an  earlier  case,  The 
Biohj  34  L.  T.  185,  interrogatories  of  this  character  were 
struck  out  imder  the  original  rule  (see  ante^  p.  100). 

See  ante^  p.  460,  as  to  the  interrogatory  which  was  struck 
out  in  The  Radnorshire  as  being  too  vague ;  though  qu, 
whether  under  that  rule  it  was  properly  struck  out,  see  antej 
p.  105. 

See  The  MurillOy  cited  antCy  p.  97,  where  disooveiy  of  the 
names  of  the  owners  of  the  ship  was  ordered  from  a  defendant 
sued  in  personam  before  petition  filed. 

The  practice  as  to  particulars  is  now  the  scune  in  admiralty 
causes  eis  in  actions  in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division:  The 
Roryy  7  P.  D.  117,  disapproving  The  Freedom^  L.  B.  2  A.  &  E. 
846,  so  far  as  in  that  case  the  observations  of  Phillimore,  J. 
tended  towards  restricting  the  granting  of  particulars  in 
admiralty  causes.  See  as  to  instances  of  particulars  ordered 
in  admiralty  causes,  anUy  p.  455. 

By  section  18  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861,  any 
party  in  a  cause  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  was  at 
liberty  to  apply  to  the  court  for  an  order  for  inspection  by 
the  TWnity  Masters  or  others  appointed  for  the  trial  of  the 
said  cause,  or  by  the  party  himself  or  his  witnesses,  of  any 
ship  or  other  personal  or  real  property  the  inspection  of 
which  might  be  material  to  the  issue  of  the  cause  ;  and  the 
court  might  make  such  order  in  respect  of  the  costs  arising 
thereout  as  to  it  shall  seem  fit. 


(     567    ) 


CHAPTER  IV. 

DISCOVERY  AFTER  AND  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  WORKING  OUT  A 
DECREE  OR  ORDER  IN  CHAMBERS — DISCOVERY  IN  AID  OF 
EXECUTION. 

I.  Discovery  after  and  for  the  purpose  oftcorking  out  a  Decree 
or  Order  in  Chambers. 

It  has  been  seen  generally  antCy  pp.  21  and  24 — 27,  that  a 
party  seeking  relief  is  entitled  to  discovery  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  a  perfect  decree  or  enabling  him  to  work  out  a  decree, 
but  that  where  discovery  of  this  nature  is  not  required  for  the 
determination  of  any  matter  to  be  tried  at  the  hearing,  and 
the  giving  of  it  might  be  prejudicial  to  the  party  from  whom 
it  is  required,  it  will  be  postponed  until  after  decree. 

No  limit  of  time  is  imposed  by  Bule  1  dealing  with  interro- 
gatories, by  Eule  12  dealing  with  affidavits  of  documents,  or 
by  Eule  15 — 18  dealing  with  inspection ;  and  Rule  14  enables 
production  to  be  ordered  at  any  time  during  the  pendency 
of  the  cause  or  matter. 

By  Ord.  LV.  r.  16  (similar  to  section  30  of  the  Ch.  P. 
Act,  see  post)  each  chief  clerk  shall,  for  the  purpose  of  any 
proceedings  directed  to  be  taken  before  him,  have  full  power 
to  issue  advertisements,  to  summon  parties  and  witnesses,  to 
administer  oaths,  to  require  the  production  of  documents,  to 
take  affidavits  and  acknowledgments,  other  than  acknowledg- 
ments by  married  women,  and  when  so  directed  by  the  judge 
to  examine  parties  and  witnesses  either  upon  interrogatories 
or  viv&  voce,  as  the  judge  shall  direct.  And  Rule  17  enables 
him  to  enforce  orders  so  made. 

The  Central  Office  is  the  primary  place  for  production  for 
the  purpose  of  proceedings  in  chambers,  as  it  is  before  decree 
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in  the  Ohanoeiy  division :  see  anfe^  p.  166 :  and  Ord.  LXI. 
r.  30,  antey  p.  166,  following  Consol.  Ord.  XTiTT.r.  3. 

The  old  f oim  of  decree  in  Chanoeir  directing  a  reference  to  the  master  for 
inqniries  or  accounts  ordered  that,  for  the  better  taking  such  inquiries  or 
accounts  and  discovery  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  the  parties  should  produce 
before  the  master  all  deeds  (or  books)  papers  and  writings  in  their  custody 
or  power  relating  thereto,  and  be  examined  upon  interrogpatories  as  the 
master  should  diiict.  And  by  Ord.  LX.  of  1828,  the  master  was  to  have  a 
discretion  as  to  what  documents  should  be,  and  when  and  how  long,  left  or 
deposited  in  his  office,  or,  if  not  necessaty  to  be  so  left  or  deposited,  was  to 
give  directions  for  inspection  as  he  might  think  fit.  By  15  &  16  Vict.  o.  80, 
the  master's  office  was  abolished:  and  sections  30  and  31  of  that  act  were 
to  the  same  effect  as  Ord.  LV.  rr.  16  and  17,  ante.  It  was  held  (Bart  v. 
Mofitefiore,  30  Beav.  280 ;  Richards  v.  Watkins,  6  Jur.  K.  S.  168)  that  under 
the  C^.  P.  Act  orders  for  discovery  and  production  of  documents  could  be 
made  for  the  purpose  of  proceedings  in  chambers  after  decree  on  and  at  the 
instance  of  the  same  persons  as  under  the  previous  practice :  and  by  Consol. 
Ord.  XLII.  r.  4,  it  was  expressly  provided  that  the  course  of  procedure  in  use 
as  to  the  production  of  documents  ordered  to  be  produced  before  the  hearing 
of  a  cause  should  extend  and  be  applied  to  the  production  of  documents 
ordered  to  be  produced  after  the  hearing  of  any  cause  or  matter. 

See  for  instance  Turney  v.  Bayley^  cited  ante^  p.  309,  where 
an  order  for  production  of  documents  was  made  on  the  hear- 
ing after  decree  for  accounts,  the  motion  having  been  pre- 
viously ordered  to  stand  over  to  the  hearing.  See  also 
Pickering  v.  Do.  ante,  p.  236.  See  also  Rippin  v.  Dolman^ 
2  W.  R.  432,  where  an  order  for  production  was  refused,  the 
proceedings  in  chambers  being  at  an  end. 

The  practice  as  to  interrogatories  will  probably  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  old  Chancery  practice ;  that  is  to  say,  they 
are  drawn  by  the  applicant  and  settled  at  an  appointment  for 
that  purpose :  see  further  as  to  the  practice  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1061 : 
and  the  forms  in  Dan.  Ch.  F.  (edition,  1877)  932—940  :  see 
also  mitey  p.  148,  as  to  settling  interrogatories  after  a  third 
insufficient  answer :  osiAposty  p.  585  as  to  committal. 

The  persons  from  whom  and  in  favour  of  whom  discovery 
has  been  enforced  after  decree : — 

See  ante^  p.  61,  as  to  the  definitions  of  plaintiff,  defendant,  and  party, 
under  the  Jud.  Act,  sect.  100. 

A  defendant  could  (though  not  before  decree,  see  antef  p.  68)  obtain  dis- 
covery and  production  of  documents  from  a  co-defendant :  Hart  v.  Montefiore, 
80  Beav.  280.  After  decree  for  sale  in  a  partition  suit  ordering  an  inquiry 
as  to  real  estate,  one  defendant,  tenant  in  common,  was  ordered  to  give  dis- 
covery of  documents  in  favour  of  his  co-defendant  tenant  in  common :  Kennedy 
V.  Wakefield,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  827. 

A  claimant  coming  in  under  a  decree  has  been  ordered  to  give  discovery 
and  production  of  documents  relating  to  his  claim :  Pine  v.  Ellis  dted  in 
Dan.  Ch.  Fr.  p.  1065 :  and  see  Orovee  v.  Groves,  2  W.  B.  86  (farUier^dted 
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ante,  p.  179,  in  oonnection  with  the  subject  of  inspeotion  by  experts  or 
witnesses),  where  the  plaintiff  in  an  administration  suit  was  held  entitled  to 
inspect  at  the  office  of  the  claimant's  solicitor  documents  admitted  hj  the 
damiant  in  his  answers  to  interrogatories. 

Ck>nyer8el7  a  creditor  showing  a  primE  facie  claim  has  been  held  entitled  to 
discovery  and  production  of  documents  relating  to  his  claim  from  the  executor 
or  administrator :  MaeVeagh  y.  Crodlly  1  D.  Q-.  J.  &  S.  399  :  and  see  the  form 
in  Seton,  p.  139 ;  Bowm  y.  Fe€ar9(m,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  p.  791 :  so  a  person  claiming 
as  next  of  kin  and  showing  a  reasonable  case,  of  documents  which  might 
help  him  to  establish  his  title:  Newland  y.  Steer,  13  W.  B.  1014.  8o  one 
clumant  as  ag^ainst  another  claimant :  ibid. 

Where  an  order  had  been  made  in  an  administration  suit  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  trustees  (defendants)  that  a  certain  contract  should  be  carried 
into  effect,  tiie  purchaser  consenthig  to  be  bound  as  if  he  were  a  party,  and 
the  latter  had  taken  out  a  summons  for  compensation  in  respect  of  the  pur- 
chase he  was  held  entitled  to  the  common  order  against  the  trustees :  Dent 
y.  Denty  L.  B.  1  Eq.  186. 

Other  instances  of  discovery  after  decree  or  judgment : — 

Where  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
leasehold  property  ordered  that  the  defendant  should  deliver  to  the  plaintiff 
(the  purchaser)  on  oath  if  required  all  deeds  and  writingfs  in  his  possession 
or  power  relating  to  the  property,  subsequently  a  four  days'  order  by  con- 
sent was  made  that  the  defendant  should  produce  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  of&ce 
of  the  defendant's  solicitors  the  abstract,  and  at  the  same  time  produce  upon 
oatii  for  inspection  aU  deeds  and  writingfs  in  his  possession  or  power  relatmg 
to  the  property :  Joy  y.  Eadley,  22  Oh.  D.  671. 

Where  m  a  suit  by  a  debenture  holder  to  reaUse  his  security,  which  covered 
the  general  undertaking  of  the  company,  an  order  had  been  made  for  a  re- 
ceiver of  the  tolls,  an  order  was  made  for  discovery  of  the  superfluous  lands 
of  the  company  but  limited  to  those  belonging  to  the  general  undertaking  of 
the  company,  the  question  whether  or  not  the  powers  of  the  receiver  ex- 
tended to  the  superfluous  lands  being  then  under  appeal,  Gardner  v.  L,  C.  ^ 
B.  nail.  Co,  16  W.  B.  137. 

See  ante,  p.  664,  where  discovery  after  decree  was  ordered  in  actions  for 
infringements  of  patents. 

After  decree  for  account  in  a  common  law  action  for  infringement  of  a 
patent  an  order  was  made  for  production  of  the  defendant's  books  and  for 
mterrogpatoriee  for  the  purpose  of  the  account,  the  defendants  having  re- 
fused to  produce  their  books  before  the  master :  Seucby  y.  Eaaterbrook,  L.  B. 
7  Ex.  207. 

In  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  where  judgment  had  been  allowed  to 

go  by  default,  and  the  question  of  dmnages  referred  to  the  master,  it  was 
eld  that  the  court  had  power  to  order  inspection  of  documents  (l^^rs  to 
the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff  of  which  she  had  no  copies,  see  ante,  p.  267) 
for  the  purpose  of  the  reference,  but  the  Divisional  Court  refused  to  interfere 
with  tiie  discretion  exercised  by  the  judge  who  refused  the  application  on  the 
ground  of  costs :  Ladde  v.  Walthew,  32  W.  B.  1000.  It  was  argued  that  the 
application  should  be  granted  in  order  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  bSng  surprised 
on  cross-examination. 

After  decree  the  order  should  specify  particularly  the  mat- 
ters as  to  which  discovery  of  documents  is  required :  Haldane 
V.  Uekford,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  425  (where  the  plaintiff,  executor, 
was  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  of  documents  relating  to  the 
inquiries  as  to  domidl  and  next  of  kin).    But  where  the  per- 
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son  against  whom  the  order  is  sought  cannot  show  how  the 
order  can  be  limited  it  may  have  to  be  made  in  general 
terms,  and  any  objections  must  be  taken  in  the  affidavit : 
Kennedy  v.  Wakefield,  18  W.  E.  884. 

In  Bowen  v.  Pearson,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  789,  under  special  cir- 
cumstances a  defendant,  late  partner  and  the  executor  of  the 
solicitor  agent  trustee  and  executor  of  the  testator,  was  ordered 
on  the  application  of  the  new  trustees  to  make  an  affidavit  of 
all  documents  in  his  possession  relating  to  the  trust  estate  and 
to  state  therein  in  what  character  or  capacity  he  claimed  to 
hold  them,  for  he  could  not  have  refused  to  give  such  infor- 
mation if  a  bill  had  been  filed  against  him. 

Where  a  defendant  had  already  before  decree  (for  part- 
nership accounts)  made  fuU  discovery  of  documents  in  answer 
to  interrogatories  he  was  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  of  all 
documents  other  than  those  mentioned  in  such  answer,  and 
particularly  any  diaries  or  memorandums  :  Hamlip  v.  Kittwi, 
1  D.  G.  J.  &  S.  440. 

Production  can  of  course  only  be  ordered  on  the  party's 
own  admission  of  possession  :  Kemp  v.  Wade,  2  Keen,  686. 


11.  Dkcomry  in  aid  of  Execution. 

The  following  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  are  headed 
"  Discovery  in  aid  of  Execution : " — 

When  a  iudgfment  or  order  is  for  the  recovery  or  payment  of  money,  the 
party  entitled  to  enforoe  it  may  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  for  an  order 
that  the  debtor  liable  under  such  judgment  or  order,  or  in  the  case  of  a 
corporation  that  any  officer  thereof,  be  oraUy  examined,  as  to  -whether  any 
and  what  debts  are  owing  to  the  debtor,  and  whether  tiie  debtor  has  any  and 
-what  other  property  or  means  of  satisfying  the  judgment  or  order,  before  a 
judge  or  an  officer  of  the  court  as  the  court  or  judge  shaU  appoint :  and  the 
court  or  judge  may  make  an  order  for  the  attootduice  and  the  examination 
of  such  debtor,  or  of  any  other  person,  and  for  the  production  of  any  books 
or  documents :  Ord.  XLII.  r.  32. 

In  case  of  any  judgment  or  order  other  than  for  the  recovery  or  payment 
of  money  if  any  oifficulty  shall  arise  in  or  about  the  execution  or  enforcement 
thereof,  any  party  interested  may  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge,  and  the 
court  or  judge  may  make  such  oraer  tnereon  for  the  attendance  and  exami- 
nation of  any  party  or  otherwise  as  may  be  just :  Ord.  XLII.  r.  33. 

The  costs  of  any  application  under  the  last  two  preceding  rules  or  either 
of  them,  and  of  any  proceedings  arising  from  or  incidental  thereto,  shall  be 
in  the  disoretion  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  or  in  the  discretion  of  such  officer  as 
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in  Rule  32  mentioned,  if  the  oonrt  or  a  judge  shall  so  direct :  Ord.  XTJT. 
r.  34. 

Section  60  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  from  which  Rule  32 
is  taken  directed  that  the  examination  was  to  be  conducted 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  oral  examination  of  an  opposite 
party  before  a  master  under  section  53  for  default  in  answer- 
ing interrogatories  (as  to  which  see  antCy  p.  146). 

Any  questions  may  be  put  which  are  directed  towards 
ascertaining  from  a  reluctant  debtor  what  debts  he  has  owing 
to  him  :  Jessel,  M.  R.  in  Republic  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Strouabergy 
16  Ch.  D.  8,  p.  12.  It  is  intended  to  be  a  cross-examination 
of  the  severest  kind  :  James,  L.  J.  ibid.  p.  13. 

Before  the  passing  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  1864,  it  was  necessary  to  file  a  bill 
of  discoyery  for  this  pmpose.-  A  bill  of  discovery  would  lie  eiuier  in  aid  of 
a  writ  of  elegit  or  a  writ  of  ^»  fa. :  Mountford  v.  Taylor^  6  Yes.  788 ;  Smith 
y.  Hurst,  10  Ha.  p.  48,  n. :  Bedes.  PL  126  :  The  Protector  and  Lord  Zumley, 
dted  ante,  p.  333.  The  writ  must  have  been  sued  out :  Bedes.  PI.  126 : 
Angeli  v.  Draper,  1  Vem.  398:  but  see  Taylor  v.  Hill,  ibid,  pott,  where 
the  writ  had  not  been  sued  out.  Discovery  might  be  had  whether  (and  when 
and  to  whom  and  for  what  consideration)  the  debtor  had  not  conveyed  away 
particular  lands  without  consideration,  but  not  as  to  his  dealings  with  all 
nis  property  during  a  long  period:  Mountford  v.  Taylor:  so  whetiier  he  had 
not  conveyed  away  his  estate  to  trustees  for  himself:  Smithier  v.  ZetciSf 
1  Vem.  398. 

And  a  biU  of  discovery  would  lie  against  a  person  charged  to  have 
property  of  the  debtor  in  his  hands  to  discover  the  particulars :  Angeli  v. 
Draper:  and  where  the  chargfe  related  to  specified  property  only,  it  was 
held  unnecessary  first  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  elegit  or  fl.  fa.:  Taylor  v.  Hill: 
but  qu.  See  also  Awm.  1  Eq.  Ga.  Ab.  76,  where  it  was  said  that  if  the 
king  granted  the  goods  of  a  felon  the  grantee  might  compel  anyone  in  whose 
possession  they  were  to  discover  them. 

A  bill  would  also  lie  against  a  banker  for  discovery  of  a  defendant's 
monies  after  sequestration :  Simmom  v.  Kinnaird,  4  Yes.  735. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

DISCOVERY  IN  CAUSES  OB  MATTERS  OTHER  THAN  ACTIONS. 

Interrogatories  may  it  seems  be  delivered  in  any  cause  or 
matter  under  the  present  Bule  1  of  Ord.  XXXI.  though  not 
tmder  the  old  rule :  see  ante^  p.  91. 

Discovery  and  production  of  documents  may  be  ordered  in 
any  cause  or  matters  under  Bules  12,  14 :  (under  the  old 
Rule  12  "  any  action :"  under  the  old  rule  11  corresponding 
to  the  present  Rule  14  "  in  any  action  or  proceeding") :  see 
ante^  pp.  152,  155.  And  notice  of  inspection  under  Rule  16 
may  be  given  in  any  cause  or  matter  ("  action  or  other  pro- 
ceeding "  under  the  old  rule) :  see  antey  p.  240. 

By  section  100  of  the  Jud.  Act  (and  Ord.  LXXI.)  cause 
includes  any  action,  suit  or  other  original  proceeding  between 
a  plaintiff  and  defendant :  matter  includes  every  proceeding 
in  the  court  not  in  a  cause :  pleading  includes  any  petition 
or  summons:  and  see  ante  p.  61,  as  to  the  definitions  of 
plaintiff,  defendant  and  party.  See  generally  antey  Book  I. 
Chap.  III.  as  to  the  persons  in  favour  of  whom  and  from 
whom  discovery  can  be  enforced. 

In  section  50  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  the  words  were 
"cause  or  civil  proceeding,"  in  section  51  "cause."  In 
section  6  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  the  words  were  "  action 
or  other  legal  proceeding."  See  these  sections  set  out,  post^ 
Appx.  Chap.  II. 

By  Ord.  LV.  r.  16,  the  chief  clerk  has  power  to  order 
discovery  for  the  purpose  of  proceedings  before  him:  see 
ante,  p.  567. 

See  as  to  discovery  for  the  purpose  of  working  out  a  decree 
or  order  in  chambers  aniCy  Chap.  IV. 

See  as  to  inspection  in  a  winding-up  petition,  Be  Credit 
Co.  11  Ch.  D.  256,  and  lie  Oreat  Devon  West  Comob  Mine^ 
dted  antey  p.  292. 
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See  generally  843  to  disooYery  in  proceedings  under  the 
Companies  Act,  1862,  ante^  p.  293. 

See  as  to  an  issue  under  a  ^mt  of  fi.  fa.  Andrew  y.  Pell^ 
antef  p.  267. 

See  pasty  pp.  613 — 614,  as  to  the  proceedings  in  aid  of  which 
bills  of  discoYciy  would  lie. 

DisooYcry  cannot  be  had  on  an  election  petition :  Salisbury 
Ulection  Petition^  31  W.  E.  610  (inspection  of  agents'  books, 
Youchers  and  other  documents  relating  to  the  election) : 
JFelk  Y.  Wretiy  5  C.  P.  D.  646  (interrogatories). 

An  interpleader  issue  was  a  cause  within  section  51  of  the 
C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  (interrogatories) :   WJiite  y.    WaitSy  12 

0.  B.  N.  S.  267.  So  now  it  is  within  Ord.  XXXI. :  see 
Phillips  Y.  Phillipsy  40  L.  T.  p.  821,  where  Lindley,  J.  seems 
to  haYC  so  considered  it. 

The  court  has  jurisdiction  under  Jud.  Act,  1873, 
section  100,  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  1,  and  Ord.  LXXI.  r.  1,  to  giYC 
leaYC  to  a  petitioner  in  a  petition  for  rcYOcation  of  a  patent 
under  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  67,  s.  26,  to  exhibit  interrogatories  on 
making  the  usual  deposit :  Re  MaddarCs  Patent j  W.  N.  84, 
p.  192 :  61  L.  T.  190. 

A  person,  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  who  had  obtained  an 
order  for  an  inquiry  pro  interesse  suo  in  respect  of  property 
seized  imder  a  sequestration  could,  it  was  held,  be  ordered  to 
make  an  affidavit  of  documents  for  the  purpose  of  the  inquiry 
at  the  plaintiflE's  instance:  Alton  y.  Harrison^  W.  N.  69, 
p.  81. 

1.  Arbitrations  or  References. 

See  as  to  references  to  official  referees  j909^,  p.  606. 

Where  an  order  by  consent  had  been  made  referring  the 
action  and  all  matters  in  difference  between  them  to  the 
award  of  an  arbitrator  it  was  held  that  no  order  could  be 
made  by  the  judge  for  an  affidavit  of  documents,  for  the 
action  had  disappeared  except  as  to  the  ministerial  duty  of 
entering  judgment  and  therefore  there  was  no  matter  in 
question  in  the  action  within  Bule  12.  It  was  also  said  that 
the  parties  had  agreed  to  place  the  whole  jurisdiction  with 
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reference  to  disoovery  in  the  arbitrator's  hands,  and  appli- 
cation might  have  been  made  to  him :  (the  order  directed  tibat 
the  arbitrator  might  examine  the  parties  on  oath  and  that 
the  parties  should  produce  all  documents  in  their  custody  or 
power  relating  to  the  matters  in  difference) :  Penrice  v. 
WilliamSy  23  Ch.  D.  353 :  but  see  post. 

Where  a  submission  to  arbitration  had  been  made  a  rule 
of  court  it  was  held  that  one  of  the  parties  to  the  submission 
could  not  be  ordered  by  a  judge  without  suit  to  give  dis- 
covery of  documents  at  the  instance  of  the  other  party  under 
section  50  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  or  apparently  other- 
wise :  JRe  Anglo-Austrian  Bank^  40  L.  T.  369. 

The  courts  of  equity  would  not  entertain  a  bill  of  disoovery 
in  aid  of  a  voluntary  arbitration :  the  parties  by  submitting 
to  arbitration  must  be  taken  to  have  meant  that  they  would 
be  content  with  a  decision  on  such  discovery  as  an  arbitrator 
could  compel:  they  would  not  be  permitted  to  take  their 
reUef  there,  and  come  to  equity  for  discovery :  a  court  of 
equity  would  not  be  ancillary  to  the  forum  to  which  the 
parties  had  chosen  to  resort :  Street  v..  Rigby^  6  Ves.  816, 
pp.  819,  821 :  and  see  Wellington  v.  Mcintosh^  2  Atk.  669 : 
andjsM>«^,  p.  614,  as  to  bills  of  disoovery. 

But  a  bill  of  discovery  would  lie  in  aid  of  a  compulsory 
reference  under  the  C.  L.  P.  Act :  British  Empire  Shipping 
Co.  V.  SomeSy  3  K.  &  J.  433,  p.  436 :  see  also  Ainsworth  v. 
Starkie,  W.  N.  76,  p.  8. 

Provision  is  generally  inserted  in  orders  of  reference  for 
production  by  the  parties  before  the  arbitrator  of  all  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  as  the  arbitrator 
shall  require :  and  similar  provisions  are  made  by  various 
statutes  such  as  the  Lands  Clauses,  Bailways  Glauses,  and 
other  Acts. 

But  this  gives  him  no  power  to  order  discovery  of  docu- 
ments :  see  Be  Anglo-Austrian  Bank :  British  Empire  Ship* 
ping  Co.  v.  Somes :  and  a  bill  of  discovery  may  therefore  be 
necessary.  But  see  Penrice  v.  Williams^  ante^  where  Chitty,  J. 
suggested  an  application  to  the  arbitrator  for  discovery  of 
documents. 
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II.  Discovery  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  and  BuleSy  1883. 

Section  27.  (By  Rule  70  an  application  under  this  section 
is  to  be  in  writing,  and  must  state  shortly  the  grounds :  and 
where  not  made  on  behalf  of  the  trustee,  official  receiver,  or 
board  of  trade,  must  be  verified  by  affidavit) : — 

(1)  The  court  may,  on  the  application  of  the  official  rooeiver  or  tmstee,  at 
any  time  after  a  receiving  order  has  been  made  against  a  debtor,  summon 
before  it  the  debtor  or  his  wife,  or  any  person  known  or  suspected  to  have  in 
his  possession  any  of  the  estate  or  effects  belonging  to  the  debtor,  or  sup- 
posed to  be  indebted  to  the  debtor,  or  any  person  whom  the  court  may  deem 
capable  of  giving  information  respecting  the  debtor,  his  dealings  or  property, 
and  the  court  may  require  any  such  person  to  produce  any  documents  in  ms 
custody  or  power  relating  to  the  debtor,  his  dealings  or  property. 

(2)  If  any  person  so  summoned,  after  having  been  tendered  a  reasonable 
sum,  refuses  to  come  before  the  court  at  the  time  appointed,  or  refuses  to 
produce  any  such  document,  having  no  lawful  impediment  made  known  to 
the  court  at  the  time  of  its  sitting  and  allowed  by  it,  the  court  may,  by 
warrant,  cause  him  to  be  apprehended  and  brought  up  for  examination. 

(3)  The  court  may  examine  on  oath,  either  by  word  of  mouth  or  by  written 
interrogatories,  any  person  so  brought  before  it  concerning  the  debtor,  his 
dealings  or  property. 

Rule  61.  The  court  may  in  any  matter  at  any  stag^  of  the  proceedings 
order  the  attendance  of  any  person  for  the  purpose  of  producing  any  writings 
or  other  documents  named  in  the  order  which  the  court  may  think  fit  to  be 
produced. 

Rule  64.  Any  party  to  any  proceeding  in  court  may  with  the  leave  of  the 
court  administer  mterrog^tories  to  or  obtain  discovery  of  documents  from  any 
other  party  to  such  proceeding.  Proceedings  under  this  rule  shall  be  regu- 
lated as  nearly  as  may  be  by  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court  for  the  time 
being  in  force  in  relation  to  discovery  and  inspection.  An  application  for 
leave  under  this  rule  may  be  made  ex  parte. 

The  object  of  section  27  is  discovery,  not  testimony :  Bx 
parte  Willey,  23  Ch.  D.  118,  pp.  128,  131 :  Ex  parte  Nichol- 
son.  Re  Wilhon,  14  Oh.  D.  243. 

See  as  to  what  is  possession  Re  Leighton  and  Benett^  L.  B. 
1  Ch.  331. 

A  mortgagee  may  be  ordered  to  produce  his  mortgage  deed, 
transfer  deed,  &c.  under  this  section :  Ex  parte  TattoUy  17  Oh.  D. 
512 :  Re  Maris,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  429  :  Ex  parte  Caldecott,  Mont, 
55 :  and  see  ante,  pp.  542 — 546,  as  to  the  ordinary  privileges 
of  a  mortgagee.  Nor  can  a  solicitor  refuse  production  on  the 
ground  of  his  lien :  see  antCy  p.  206. 

The  person  summoned  cannot  be  ordered  to  furnish  an 
account  in  writing,  not  on  oath :  he  can  only  be  examined  on 
oath,  orally  or  by  written  interrogatories :  Exj^arte  Reynolds^ 
Re  Reynold^  21  Ch.  D.  601. 
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The  trustee  oau  be  examined  on  a  creditor's  application : 
Ex  parte  Crosski/y  lie  Taylor ^  L.  R,  13  Eq.  409. 

The  section  did  not  apply  to  composition  proceedings :  Ex 
parte  Willey. 

A  bill  of  discovery  would  lie  against  strangers  to  discover 
concealments  of  a  bankrupt's  estate :  Boden  v.  DelloUj  1  Atk. 
288. 

See  as  to  discovery  of  acts  vitiating  a  bankrupt's  certificate, 
antey  p.  320 :  discovery  of  act  of  bankruptcy,  ante^  p.  312 : 
and  as  to  concealing  a  bankrupt's  goods,  antej  p.  312. 

Where  the  debtor  is  summoned  under  section  27  he  cannot 
refuse  to  answer  a  question  concerning  his  dealings  or  property 
although  the  answer  may  tend  to  show  that  he  has  concealed  his 
effects  or  been  guilty  of  any  other  offence  connected  with  his 
bankruptcy  (it  is  not  clear  from  these  cases  whether  where  the 
offence  is  not  an  offence  under  the  bankruptcy  laws  he  is  pror 
tected) ;  and  his  answers  can  be  used  against  him  afterwards 
for  the  prosecution  :  R.  v.  Scott^  25  L.  J.  Mag.  p.  131 :  R.  v. 
Skeen,  28  L.  J.  Mag.  pp.  98—99 :  R.  v.  Robinson^  L.  R.  1 0.  C, 
R.  80,  pp.  85, 90  :  R.  v.  Wtddop,  L.  R.  2  C,  C.  R.  3.  It  is  his 
duty  to  produce  all  his  estate  and  effects  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  and  he  could  not  be  allowed  to  conceal  a  part  on  the 
ground  that  if  he  disclosed  where  it  was  he  might  be  prose- 
cuted for  crime :  there  is  a  personal  obligation  upon  hiTn  :  see 
James,  L.  J.  in  Re  Firth^  Ex  parte  Schofield^  46  L.  J.  Bk, 
112. 

But  any  other  person  summoned  under  this  section  is 
entitled  like  every  other  witness  to  refuse  to  answer  any 
criminatory  questions :  see  James,  L.  J.  ibid :  and  Ex  parts 
Reynolds,  21  Ch.  D.  601. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

INSPBCTION  OF    PROPERTY  OTHER  THAN   ifocUMENTS   IN   ANY 

CAUSE  OR  MATTER. 

I.  In  any  Cause  or  Matter, 

It  ahaU  be  lawful  for  tiie  court  or  a  judgfe  upon  the  application  of  any 
party  to  a  cause  or  matter,  and  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just,  to  make 
any  order  for  the  detention,  preservation,  or  inspection  of  any  property  or 
thing,  being  the  subject  of  such  cause  or  matter,  or  as  to  which  any  question 
may  arise  therein,  and  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid  to  authorize 
any  persons  to  enter  upon  or  into  any  land  or  building  in  the  possession  of 
any  party  to  such  cause  or  matter,  and  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  afore- 
said to  authorize  any  samples  to  be  taken,  or  any  observation  to  be  made  or 
experiment  to  be  tried,  which  may  be  necessary  or  expedient  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  full  information  or  evidence.     Ord.  L.  r.  3. 

Under  this  rule  the  court  has  larger  powers  than  the 
courts  of  equity  possessed :  see  Lumb  v.  Beaumont^  post. 

No  order  will  be  made  against  a  party  (plaintiff)  for  in- 
spection of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  where  he  has 
neither  the  possession  thereof  nor  the  property  therein  : 
Reid  V.  Pmcers,  28  S.  J.  653  (parcels  of  wheat,  the  bills  of 
lading  of  which  were  held  by  bankers,  not  parties  to  the 
action,  who  would  therefore  not  be  bound  by  the  order,  and 
without  whose  courtesy  therefore  the  plaintiff  could  not  comply 
with  it). 

An  order  in  Chancery  for  inspection  could  not  be  executed 
by  force :  it  was  an  order  on  the  party  to  permit  inspection, 
and  if  he  refused  to  permit  it,  he  committed  a  contempt,  and 
the  bill  might  be  taken  pro  conf  esso,  as  in  the  case  of  an  in- 
sufficient answer :  Kynaston  v.  E.  I.  Co.  3  Bligh,  153,  p.  163 ; 
affirming  3  Sw.  248,  Beopost^  p.  580. 

The  costs  of  inspection  are  in  the  judge's  discretion: 
Mitchell  V.  Barley  Maine  Colliery  Co.  10  Q.  B.  D.  457,  where 
the  order  directing  inspection  of  the  defendant's  property 
provided  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  costs  of  such 
inspection  in  any  event.     But  qu.  whether  unless  an  order  is 

D.  p  p 


878  BK.  III.  CHAP,  VI.  SECT.  I. 

made  the  costs  cannot  be  recovered  by  either  party  as  there 
said :  see  ante^  pp.  175 — »176. 

By  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  section  68,  either  party  to  an 
action  was  enabled  to  apply  for  a  rule  or  order  for  inspection 
by  the  jury*  or  by  himself  or  by  his  witnesses  of  any  real  or 
personal  property,  the  inspection  of  which  might  be  material 
to  the  proper  determination  of  the  question  in  dispute,  such 
rule  or  order  to  be  made  on  such  terms  as  to  costs  or  other- 
wise as  the  court  or  judge  might  direct :  see  Bennett  v. 
Gnffiths,  3  E.  &  E.  467. 

The  practice  of  granting  orders  for  inspection  of  mines 
machines,  &c.  where  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice  was 
well  settled  in  equity :  see  note  to  Lonsdale  v.  Curwen,  3 
BKgh,  p.  171 :  Barhw  v.  Baile^y  18  W.  R.  p.  784 :  Whalei/ 
V.  Branckerj  12  W.  R.  595. 

In  respect  of  alleged  trespasses  in  the  working  of  mines 
an  order  for  inspection  was,  according  to  Lindley,  J.  so 
conmion  a  one  in  Chancery  as  to  be  a  matter  of  course : 
Cooper  V.  Ince  Hall  Co.  W.  N.  76,  p.  24,  where  an  order  was 
made  in  spite  of  an  affidavit  by  the  defendant  that  for  reasons 
apart  from  the  action  it  was  important  that  the  working  of 
the  mines  should  not  be  seen :  and  see  WTialey  v.  Brancker^ 
12  W.  E.  570,  595  :  A.  G.  v.  Chambers,  12  Beav.  159. 

In  making  orders  for  inspection  the  court  would  if  neceesaiy 
order  the  removal  of  obstructions  or  give  any  directions  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  a  proper  inspection :  Lonsdale  v. 
Curicen,  3  Bligh,  168  :  Walter  v.  Fletcher,  ibid,  173 :  Bennett 
V.  GrifflthSy  3  E.  &  E.  467  (inspection  of  mines). 

In  a  recent  case,  Lumb  v.  Beaumont^  28  S.  J.  708 :  51 
L.  T.  197 :  where  the  defendants  denied  that  the  drain  of 
their  house  was  connected  with  the  plaintiff's  drain,  an  orderf 

♦  Inspeddon  by  the  judge  or  jury  is  now  provided  for  by  Ord.  L.  rr.  4,  6. 

t  The  order  was  as  follows :  * '  V\r  itbout  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  any  other 
.pe^^n  or  authority  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  at  liberty  on  giving  forty-eight 
hours'  notice  to  the  defendants  to  enter  upon  that  part  of  the  street  the  soil 
of  which  belongs  to  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  experimenting  in 
order  to  discover  whether  the  pipe  which  joins  the  plaintiff^s  drain  proceeds 
from  tile  defendants'  house  and  for  that  purpose  to  excavate  the  street  so 
far  as  may  be  necessary,  the  plaintiff  undertaking  to  do  no  unnecessary 
harm  and  to  replace  the  street  as  soon  as  his  investigation  is  concluded  as 
quickly  as  possible  and  at  his  own  expense." 
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was  made  giving  the  plaintiflE  liberty  to  break  up  the  soil  on 
the  defendants'  premises,  Pearson,  J.  considering  that  Ennor 
V.  BanceUy  post,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  construction  of 
Ord.  L.  r.  3,  ante,  which  gave  a  convenient  power  of  inspec- 
tion before  the  trial  of  the  action,  in  order  that  the  court 
might  have  the  proper  materials  before  it  at  the  trial. 

IzL  £nnor  y.  Barwellj  1  D.  Q^.  F.  &  J.  631,  a  suit  brought  in  respect  of  an 
alleged  diversion  of  a  stream  by  the  defendant,  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused 
to  add  to  an  order  for  inspection  of  the  defendant's  land  directions  for  the 
removal  of  obstructions  or  for  the  cutting  of  trenches  and  other  purposes,  on 
the  gpround  that  it  was  not  according  to  the  course  of  the  court  to  make  upon 
an  interlocutory  application  before  the  hearing  an  order  authorizing  the 
plantiff  to  break  up  the  soil  of  the  defendant's  property  for  the  purpose  of 
inspection.  So  directions  of  this  nature  were  refused  in  C<wpw  v.  Jnce 
Hall  Co, 

In  Benmtt  v.  Whitehouse,  28  Beav.  p.  122  (suit  for  trespass 
in  working  mines).  Lord  Eomilly  laid  it  down  that  wherever  it 
appeared  that  a  person  had  power  to  make  use  of  his  land  to 
the  injury  of  another  and  there  was  primft  facie  evidence  of 
his  doing  so,  though  it  was  contradicted,  still  as  the  only  way 
of  aspertaming  the  fact  was  by  an  inspection  the  court  always 
allowed  it  if  it  could  be  done  without  injury  to  the  defendant. 

Generally  it  seems  inspection  of  premises  would  be  granted 
where  it  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  justice :  see  Barlow 
V.  Bailey,  18  W.  R.  p.  784.  But  where  in  an  action  for 
nuisance  of  smeU  inspection  of  the  place  where  it  was  created 
was  unnecessary,  for  the  nuisance  was  provable  from  external 
sources,  an  order  was  refused :  ibid. 

So  inspection  with  liberty  to  take  plans,  &c.  may  be  ordered 
in  light  and  air  cases :  see  Dan.  Oh.  F.  1756. 

This  jurisdiction  was  also  exercised  by  courts  of  equity  in 
other  cases : — ^Where  a  man  has  a  right  to  receive  a  certcan 
sum  in  the  pound  on  the  value  of  trees  the  court  has  ordered 
inspection  of  the  trees.:  so  in  the  case  of  a  commission  on 
diamonds  inspection  would  be  ordered  of  the  diamonds :  so  in 
an  action  for  partition  of  a  house  an  entry  was  permitted  to 
determine  how  it  was  to  be  divided :  Lord  Eldon,  in  KynoBton 
V.  Ea>8t  India  Co.  3  Sw.  p.  264.  In  Macclesfield  v.  Davis,  3 
V.  &  B.  16,  Lord  Eldon  ordered  inspection  of  heirlooms  to 
recover  which  the  suit  was  brought.    And  so  inspection  of 

pp2 
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pawned  articles  was  ordered  in  Marsden  v.  Pat/sAally  1  Vem. 
408,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintifE  to  bring  an  action  of 
trover  for  them.  And  where  an  action  was  brought  against 
the  owners  of  houses  to  recover  tithes,  the  plaintiff's  witnesses 
were  allowed  to  inspect  the  houses  preparatory  to  their  exa- 
mination for  the  purpose  of  proving  their  value :  Kynaston  v. 
East  Indm  Co.  3  Sw.  248,  aflf.  on  app.  3  Bligh,  153. 


II,  Inspection  of  Premises  Machinery  Processes^  8fc.  and  takvig 
of  Samples  in  Actions  for  infringement  of  Patents  or 
Trade  Marks. 

Eule  3  of  Ord.  L.  cited  ante^  and  discussed  in  the  last 
section,  applies  to  any  cause  or  matter.  See  as  to  inspection 
imder  the  Merchandise  Marks  Act  postj  p.  582. 

By  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  57,  s.  30,  it  is  provided  as  follows : — 
''  In  an  action  for  infringement  of  a  patent  the  court  or  a 
judge  may  on  the  application  of  either  party  make  such  order 
for  an  injunction  inspection  or  account,  and  impose  such 
terms  and  give  such  directions  respecting  the  same  and  the 
proceedings  thereon  as  the  court  or  a  judge  may  see  fit." 
This  act  repeals  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  sect.  42  of  which  conferred 
similar  powers  upon  the  common  law  courts.  Under  that 
section  it  was  held  that  an  application  to  inspect  a  defendant's 
machinery  might  be  made  before  declaration ;  but  an  order 
would  not  be  made  as  a  matter  of  course  :  the  applicant  must 
show  that  it  was  material  for  the  purpose  of  the  action: 
Amies  v.  KeUey^  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  84 :  or  was  really  required  to 
prove  his  case :  Meadows  v.  Kirkman^  29  L.  J.  Ex.  205  :  and 
generally  see  Holland  v.  Fox^  23  L.  J.  Q.  B.  211 :  Vidi  v. 
Smith,  ibid.  342  :  Shaw  v.  Bank  of  England^  22  L.  J.  Ex.  26, 
210 :  Jones  v.  Lee,  25  L.  J.  Ex.  241 :  and  generally  there 
was  not  the  same  disposition  to  grant  inspection  as  in  equity : 
see  post. 

In  courts  of  equity  inspection,  with  liberty  to  take  samples, 
was  ordered  under  their  ordinary  jurisdiction.     Though  (see 
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ante  and  Patent  Type  Co.  v.  Walter^  post)  greater  readiness 
was  shown  in  making  suoh  orders  than  at*  common  law,  yet 
it  has  been  said  that  an  order  would  only  be  made  where  it 
was  essential  to  enable  the  party  to  prove  his  case :  Batley  y. 
Kynock^  L.  E.  19  Eq.  91 :  Pigott  v.  Anglo-American  Telegraph 
Co,  19  L.  T.  46 :  at  least  he  must  show  a  prim&  fade  case : 
Davenport  v.  Jepaon^  1  N.  R.  307 :  Singer  Manufacturing  Co. 
V.  Wilsony  13  W.  R.  560:  there  must  be  a  diflSoulty  of  ob- 
taining proof:  Neilson  v.  BettSy  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  p.  11. 

Inspection  and  delivery  of  samples  for  the  purpose  of 
analysis  was  ordered  in  Patent  Type  Co.  v.  Walter j  Johns.  727, 
after  such  an  order  had  been  refused  at  common  law :  ibid. 
6  H.  &  N.  192 :  and  so  in  Hennessey  v.  Bohmann,  post. 

In  an  early  case  Crofts  v.  Peash,  1  Webst.  Pat.  Ca.  268, 
the  court  refused  to  order  a  plaintiff  to  produce  a  specimen 
(lace)  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  disclosing  his  evidence. 

In  Smith  v.  G.  W.  Rail  Co.  6  E.  &  B.  465,  the  defendant 
having  said  in  his  answer  to  an  interrogatory  that  he  could 
not  explain  the  construction  of  a  wheel  except  to  a  person 
who  had  the  wheel  before  him,  an  order  was  made  for  the 
plaintiff  and  two  engineers  to  inspect  the  wheel,  the  de- 
fendant to  attend  and  give  information,  or  in  default  to  be 
orally  examined :  see  also  ante^  p.  555,  referring  to  an  inter- 
rogatory in  Crossley  v.  Totney. 

In  Hennessey  v.  Bohmann^  36  L.  T.  51,  an  action  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  selling  bottles  of  brandy  branded  or 
labelled  like  the  plaintiff's,  an  ex  parte  (on  the  ground  that 
it  was  a  case  of  emergency  and  that  if  notice  were  given  the 
defendant  would  remove  the  goods  from  the  premises)  order 
was  made  for  some  proper  person  to  enter  on  the  premises 
for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  the  cases  and  bottles  and  taking 
samples. 

Sometimes  the  party  himself  has  been  allowed  to  inspect : 
Henderson  v.  Runcorn^  Seton,  p.  351.  Sometimes  other 
persons  (scientific  witnesses:  Davenport  v.  Jepson^  1  N.  R. 
307  :  Shaw  v.  Bank  of  England,  22  L.  J.  Ex.  210)  have  been 
named  in  the  order,  on  the  understanding  that  they  were  not 
to  commimicate  to  the  party  any  special  or  secret  process  in 
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use  by  the  defendant  but  solely  to  report  to  his  solicitor 
whether  or  not  in  their  opinion  the  process  was  an  infringe- 
ment of  his  patent  and  whether  it  was  the  ordinary  process : 
Flower  v.  Lloydy  Seton,  p.  351.  See  also  Henne&sey  v. 
Bohmann^  antcy  where  no  person  seems  to  have  been  named. 
See  also  Russell  v.  Cowley ^  1  Webst.  Pat.  Ca.  457,  where  it 
was  arranged  between  the  parties  that  some  person  fi(hould 
inspect  and  give  evidence.  See  generally  as  to  inspection  of 
documents  by  special  persons  ante^  p.  177. 

In  8ingei',  8fc.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  13  W.  E.  560,  the  defendant 
wfiU3  ordered  to  verify  by  affidavit  all  the  different  classes  of 
his  machines  and  produce  one  of  each  class  for  inspection. 

The  order  would  it  seems  if  necessary  direct  that  the 
machine  may  be  put  to  work  on  the  process :  see  Dan.  Ch.  P. 
1761 :  Eussell  v-  Cowley,  1  Webst.  Pat.  Ca.  457. 

So  the  order  may  direct  the  machines  to  be  produced  on 
the  examination  of  witnesses  and  at  the  trial:  see  Dan.  Ch.  F. 
1761. 

Inspection  imder  the  Merchandise  Marks  Act  25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  88. 

By  section  21  in  any  snit  at  law  or  in  equity  agpainst  any  person  for 
forging  or  counterfeiting  any  trade  mark  or  for  fraudulently  applying  any 
trade  mark  to  any  chattel  or  article  or  for  selling  exposing  for  sale  or 
uttering  any  chattel  or  article  with  any  trade  mark  falsely  or  wrongfully 
applied  thereto  or  with  any  forged  or  counterfeit  trade  mark  applied  thereto 
or  for  an  injunction  in  respect  thereof,  the  court  or  a  judge  has  power  to 
make  an  order  for  inspection  of  *'  every  or  any  manufacture  or  process 
carried  on  by  the  defendant  in  which  any  nuch  forged  or  counterfeit  trade 
mark  or  any  such  trade  mark  as  aforesaid  shall  be  alleged  to  be  used  or 
applied  as  aforesaid  and  of  every  or  any  chattel  article  and  thing  in  the 
possession  or  power  of  the  defendant  alleged  to  have  thereon  or  in  any  way 
attached  thereto  any  forged  or  counterfeit  trade  mark  or  any  trade  mark 
fidsely  or  wrongfully  applied  and  every  or  any  instrument  in  the  possesfiion 
or  power  of  the  defendant  used  or  intended  to  be  or  capable  of  being  used 
for  producing  or  making  any  forged  or  counterfeit  trade  mark  or  trade  mark 
aUeged  to  be  forged  or  counterfeit  or  for  falsely  or  wrongfully  applying 
any  trade  mark :  and  any  person  who  shaU  refuse  or  neglect  to  obey  any 
such  order  shall  be  gpuilty  of  contempt  of  court.*' 

See  other  sections  ante,  p.  666. 
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DISCOVERY. 

See  as  to  ordering  a  farther  answer  to  interrogatories  under 
Ord.  XXXI.  r.  11  either  by  affidavit  or  by  viv&  voce  examina- 
tion, ante^  p.  145. 

See  as  to  ordering  a  further  affidavit  of  dooumentSy  ante^ 
p.  210. 

See  as  to  the  penalty  of  not  being  allowed  to  use  a  docu- 
ment in  evidence,  ante^  p.  244. 

I.   Where  the  Plaintiff  is  in  d^ault,  Stay  of  Proceedings. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  stay  all  proceed- 
ings in  a  cause  until  the  plaintifi  had  made  any  discovery 
which  he  was  called  upon  by  the  order  of  the  court  to  make  : 
Republic  of  Liberia  v.  Roye^  1  App.  Cas.  139,  p.  143.  See 
further  as  to  this  case,  j!?o«^,  p.  589 :  and  generally  as  to  staying 
proceedings  in  suits  where  the  plaintiffs  were  a  corporate  or 
other  body  and  were  required  to  give  discovery,  ante^  p.  76. 

The  order  for  inspection  in  App.  K.  Jud.  Act  (j!?o«^,  App. 
Ch.  I.)  directs  that  in  the  meantime  all  further  proceedings 
be  stayed :  and  see  Rawson  v.  Samuel,  ante,  p.  173.  The  form 
of  summons  for  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  against 
a  plaintiff  given  in  Ch.  Arch.  p.  269  asks  for  a  stay :  and  the 
order  in  use  at  common  law  before  the  Jud.  Act  directed  a 
stay :  but  not  the  form  given  in  the  Appendix  to  the  Jud. 
Act  {post,  App.  Ch.  I.). 

See  as  to  staying  proceedings  in  actions  on  marine  policies 
in  favour  of  underwriters,  ante,  p.  559. 

Where  the  plaintiff  was  in  default  in  answering  a  cross  bill 
for  discovery,  proceedings  in  his  own  suit  would  be  stayed. 
And  in  Brancker  v.  Came,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  610,  where  the  defen- 
dant had  filed  a  concise  statement  and  interrogatories^  pro- 
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ceedings  were  stayed  until  answer,  though  the  plaintiff  was 
not  in  default. 

See  as  to  staying  proceedings  in  a  common  law  action  where 
the  defendant  filed  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  his  defence, 
pasty  p.  617. 

See  as  to  staying  proceedings  where  particulars  are  ordered 
Ord.  XIX.  r.  8,  and  the  form  of  order  in  the  Appendix  to  the 
Jud.  Act. 


H.   Where  either  Party  is  in  default^  Attachment. 

If  any  party  fails  to  comply  with  any  order  to  answer 
interroffatories,  or  for  discovery  or  inspection  of  documents, 
he  shall  be  liable  to  attachment :  Order  XXXI.  r.  21  (see  the 

other  part  of  the  Tvlepost,  Sections  III.  and  IV.). 

Qu.  whether  sequestration  would  be  issued  against  a  peer, 
or  member  of  parliament,  or  against  a  corporation,  as  under 
the  chancery  practice :  see  a  case  against  a  company  under 
the  0.  L.  P.  Act,  Lacharme  v.  Quartz  Co,  cited  arite^  p.  86. 

Where  a  plaintiff  is  shown  not  to  be  in  a  condition  to 
make  an  affidavit,  the  court  will  not  grant  an  attachment 
against  him:  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Baffalovitch  v.  Wilson^  7 
a  B.  D.  p.  361. 

Where  an  answer  is  not  so  palpably  insufficient  as  to  show 
want  of  bona  fides  the  proper  course  is  to  proceed  under 
rule  11 :  see  Kennedy  v.  Lyell^  posty  p.  588 :  and  see  ante^ 
p.  146  :  and  the  common  law  practice  posty  p.  586. 

After  a  fourth  affidavit  of  documents  by  the  defendant 
had  been  held  insufficient,  no  order  being  made  for  a  further 
affidavit,  the  plaintiff  was  held,  to  be  justified  in  moving  for 
attachment,  for  it  was  the  only  means  of  obtaining  a  further 
affidavit :  Thomas  v.  Paliny  21  Ch.  D.  360 :  and  see  antey 
p.  148  as  to  the  practice  in  the  case  of  a  fourth  insufficient 
answer.  After  default  by  a  defendant  in  complying  with 
an  order  for  a  further  affidavit  of  documents,  a  motion  for 
attachment  was  ordered  to  stand  over  until  a  summons  taken 
out  by  the  defendant  for  further  time  had  been  heard: 
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Litchfield  v.  Jones^  "W.  N.  83,  p.  164 :  but  in  another  case 
the  order  was  made,  but  not  to  be  drawn  up  for  fourteen 
days :  Hampden  v.  Wallis,  28  S.  J.  532 :  and  see  the  common 
law  practice  post,  p.  686. 

A  defendant  in  equity  would  not  be  kept  in  custody  until  he  answered  the 
bill  unless  the  court  was  satisfied  that  justice  could  not  be  done  to  the 
plaintiff  without  discovery  or  further  discovery:  1  Will.  IV.  c.  36,  s.  16: 
rule  12 :  as  where  a  plaintiff  sought  discovery  of  acts  of  misconduct  of  his 
partner :  Maitland  v.  Roger$^  14  Sim.  92 :  or  particulars  of  a  murtgagt)r's 
dealings  with  the  mortgaged  estate  in  a  foreclosure  action  in  order  to  get  the 
necessary  parties  before  the  court :  Fott$  y.  Whiimore,  8  Beav.  317 :  or 
discovery  from  a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  solvent  estate  of  a 
00- trustee:  Aveling  y.  Martin,  17  Jur.  271 :  and  see  potty  p.  619  as  to  the 
answer  to  an  action  for  discovery.  Except  in  cases  of  that  kind  the  defendant 
could  procure  his  discharge  by  submitting  to  have  the  bill  taken  pro  confesso : 
1  Will.  IV.  c.  36,  s.  15  :  rule  12  :  Gonsol.  Ord.  XXII.  r.  6.  And  further  if 
within  ten  days  after  he  was  taken  into  custody  or  thirty  days  after  arrest 
by  the  sheriff  the  plaintiff  did  not  bring  him  to  the  bar  of  the  court  he  was 
entitled  to  his  discharge  without  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  contempt :  but 
if  within  eight  days  after  his  discharge  he  did  not  put  in  his  answer  the 
plaintiff  might  aj^ly  for  a  fresh  attachment :  Gonsol.  Ord.  XII.  rr.  2,  3. 
By  Gonsol.  Ord.  xStl.  r.  19  (see  ante,  p.  148),  it  was  provided  that  after 
a  third  insufficient  answer  the  party  might  be  ordered  to  be  examined  on 
interrogatories  and  stand  committed  until  he  should  have  perfectly  answered 
them  (but  in  the  case  of  interrogatories  in  chambers,  see  ante,  p.  668,  there 
was  no  committal  until  after  a  fourth  insufficient  examination,  tnis  order  not 
applying  to  such  a  case,  and  following  out  what  was  believed  to  be,  but  qu. 
see  Liverpool  y.  Chippendall,  ante,  p.  148,  the  old  practice  in  the  case  of 
insufficient  answers  before  that  order  was  made:  Allfrey  v.  Allfrey,  12 
Beav.  620  :  Hayward  v.  Hayward,  Kay,  App.  p.  xxxiv.) :  but  this  rule  did 
not  apply  to  an  affidavit  of  documents :  ante,  p.  148. 

On  clearing  his  contempt  the  party  is  entitled  to  an  order 
of  course  for  his  discharge,  on  payment  of  the  taxed  costs  of 
the  attachment  if  so  directed  by  the  order  for  attachment, 
and  if  not  so  directed  on  payment  of  13«.  8^. :  Abud  v. 
Riches,  2  Ch.  D.  528. 

The  court  would  not  detain  a  defendant  until  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  answer  had  been  decided  on,  unless  after  three 
insufficient  answers:  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  11  Yes.  151  :  and  see 
ante  as  to  the  practice  after  three  insufficient  answers. 

Where  the  answer  was  subsequently  found  insufficient  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  resume  the  process  of  contempt  where 
it  left  off:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  432.  But  in  a  case  since  the 
Judicature  Act  where  an  order  for  attachment  had  been 
obtained  against  a  defendant  for  default  in  filing  an  affidavit 
of  documents  but  had  not  been  put  in  force,  and  the  defen- 
dant had  subsequently  put  one  in  and  obtained  an  ex  parte 
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order  for  hie  disoharge,  Baoon,  Y.  C.  oonsidermg  that  there 
was  no  analogy  between  the  answer  in  ohanoeiy  and  the 
affidavit  of  doouments  in  this  respect,  refused  to  follow  the 
old  chancery  practice,  and  holding  the  affidavit  to  be  in* 
sufficient  and  the  ex  parte  order  to  have  been  obtained  on  a 
misrepresentation  discharged  it,  attachment  not  to  issue  for  a 
fortnight :  Price  v.  Priccj  48  L.  J.  Ch.  216. 

On  getting  notice  of  motion  for  attachment  against  him 
the  party  must,  if  he  wish  to  prevent  the  motion  being 
brought  on,  not  only  file  his  affidavit  of  or  give  discovery 
but  he  must  tender  a  fixed  sum  for  costs  or  ofifer  to  pay  the 
taxed  costs :  Thomas  v.  Palin,  21  Oh.  D.  360,  p.  363.  At 
common  law  where  the  answer  was  put  in  after  the  proper 
time  but  before  the  application  for  attachment,  the  attach- 
ment would  not  be  granted:  Curran  v.  Elphimtonej  4 
W.  E.  50. 

The  costs  of  the  attachment  are  in  the  discretion  of  the 
judge,  but  the  party  against  whom  the  order  is  made  is 
generally  ordered  to  pay  the  costs :  the  order  itself  should 
provide  for  the  costs:  but  a  separate  application,  at  the 
applicant's  own  expense,  may  be  made :  Abud  v.  BicheSy  2 
Oh.  D.  528. 

Attachment  would  not  be  issued  at  common  law*  where  there  was  no 
wilful  disreg^ard  of  the  authority  of  the  court  though  there  might  be  no  legal 
excuse :  Windle  v.  LanCy  29  L.  J.  Ex.  245  :  or  where  the  party  had  not  been 
g^ty  of  any  neglect :  Von  HoffY.  IToertter,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  299  (foreigner  not 
in  England,  defendant) .  An  order  was  made  in  Seafield  v.  Pratt^  6  L.  T.  674 : 
and  see  Turk  v.  SymOy  29  L.  J.  Ex.  64:  and  see  ante^  p.  684,  as  to  the  practice 
since  the  Jud.  Act. 

The  order  for  attachment  would  generally  be  directed  to  lie  in  the  ofS.oe  a 
week  in  order  to  giye  the  party  a  further  opportunity  of  g^sm^;  the  discovery : 
Windle  V.  Lane :  Oeary  v.  Buxton^  29  L.  J.  Ex.  280 :  CoeUr  ▼.  Blackburn^  L.  B. 
8  Q.  B.  54 :  and  see  ante^  p.  585,  as  to  the  practice  in  equity. 

In  one  case  section  46  of  the  0.  L.  P.  Act  (see  ante,  p.  39,  n.)  was  made  use 
of  in  connection  with  a  motion  for  a  rule  nisi  against  a  defendant  for  attach- 
ment for  default  in  answering,  in  order  to  assist  the  court  on  the  further 
hearing  of  the  rule :  Morgan  v.  Alexander^  32  L.  T.  34  (the  defendant  being 
an  underwriter  whose  existence  was  in  doubt) :  see  also  Moline  y.  Tattnanian 
J2.  Co,  dted  ante,  p.  76,  where  it  was  made  use  of  for  the  purpose  of  enabUng 
the  court  to  detennine  whether  to  order  a  further  answer. 


*  By  section  51  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1864,  any  party  or  officer  omitting 
without  just  cause  sufficiently  to  answer  all  questions  as  to  which  a  discovery 
might  be  sought  within  the  proper  time  (ten  days)  or  such  extended  time  as 
a  court  or  judge  might  allow  should  be  deemed  to  have  committed  a  contempt 
of  court  and  Imble  to  be  proceeded  against. 
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Where  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  was  under 
appeal,  on  motion  for  attachment  Kay,  J.  made  the  order  but 
directed  that  it  should  not  be  drawn  up  at  all  if  the  appeal 
Qhould  succeed,  and  if  it  should  fail  not  until  omission  to  file 
an  affidavit  within  two  days  after  the  appeal,  the  costs  in  case 
of  the  appeal  succeeding  to  be  reserved :  Mellor  v.  Thompson^ 
W.  N.  83,  p.  128. 

An  order  for  an  account  under  Ord.  XY.  or  for  the  names 
of  partners  in  a  firm  under  Ord.  XVI.  r.  14  is  not  an  order 
for  discovery,  and  cannot  therefore  be  enforced  by  attachment 
under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21 :  Pyke  v.  Keene,  24  W.  E.  322. 

Ord.  LII.  r.  4,  requiring  service  of  copies  of  the  affidavits 
to  be  used  on  the  motion  for  attachment  with  the  notice 
of  motion  applies  to  this  rule :  Litchfield  v.  Jonea^  32  "W.  R. 
288. 

Service  of  an  order  for  interrogatories*  or  discovery  or 
inspection  made  against  any  party  or  his  solicitor  shall  be 
sufficient  service  to  found  an  application  for  an  attachment 
for  disobedience  to  the  order.  But  the  party  against  whom 
the  application  for  an  attachment  is  made  may  show  in 
answer  to  the  application  that  he  has  had  no  notice  or  know- 
ledge of  the  order :  Bule  22.  A  solicitor  upon  whom  an  order 
against  any  party  for  interrogatories  or  discovery  or  inspec- 
tion is  served  under  the  last  preceding  rule,  who  neglects 
without  reasonable  excuse  to  give  notice  thereof  to  his  client, 
shall  be  liable  to  attachment :  Bule  2<j. 

Ord.  XLI.  r.  6,  proyiding  that  the  copy  of  the  order  must  be  endorsed 
with  a  notice  to  the  effect  that  in  the  event  of  disobedience  the  party  will  be 
liable  to  process  of  execution  applies  not  only  to  orders  requiring  personal 
senrice,  but  also  to  cases  where  as  under  these  rules  the  order  can  be  served  on 
the  solicitor :  nor  is  a  failure  to  so  indorse  it  waived  by  any  acknowledgment 
of  notice,  as  by  taking  out  a  sununons  for  time :  Hampden  v.  Wailis,  W.  N. 
84,  p.  138 :  32  W.  R.  808 :  reversing  Chitty,  J.  28  S.  J.  632. 

It  was  held  that  the  four  days'  order  in  Joj/  v.  Radley  (see  ante,  p.  569)  was 
within  the  terms  of  this  rule. 


*  The  old  rule  did  not  expressly  include  interrogatories,  but  it  was  held  to 
apply  to  an  order  to  answer  inteirogatories :  Re  Muloatteff  47  L.  J.  Oh.  609. 
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III.   Where  the  Plaintiff^  is  in  Default^  Dismissal  of  the  Action. 

If  any  party  fails  to  comply  with  any  order  to  answer 
interrogatories,  or  for  discovery  or  inspection  of  documents, 
he  shall  be  liable  to  attachment  (see  as  to  attachment  ante^ 
Section  II.).  He  shall  also  if  a  plaintiff  be  liable  to  have 
his  action  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution  ....  and  the 
party  interrogating  may  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  for  an 
order  to  that  effect,  and  an  order  may  be  made  accordingly : 
Eule  21. 

This  rule  is  not  imperative  :  Hartley  v.  Oiren,  34  L.  T.  752 

(cited  antej  p.  88)  :   Kennedy  v.  Lyelly  W.  N.  82,  p.  137. 

An  order  will  not  be  made  unless  the  court  is  satisfied  that 

the  plaintiff  is  endeavouring  to  avoid  a  fair  discovery :   Dan- 

villier  v.  Myers^  W.  N.  83,  p.  58.     Where  an  answer  is  not 

so  palpably  insufficient  as  to  show  want  of  bona  fides,  the 

proper  course  is  to  proceed  under  rule  11  and  not  move  to 

dismiss  the  action :   Kennedy  v.  Lyell    (second  insufficient 

answer) :  and  see  ante,  p.  584. 

In  DanvillUr  y.  Mffer*  the  plaintiff  having  already  produced  some  books 
before  the  referee  was  ordered  to  make  a  farther  prodaction :  on  motion  to 
dismiss  the  action  for  non-compliance  with  this  order,  the  Court  of  Appeal 
allowed  the  motion  to  stand  over  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  file  an  affidavit : 
the  plaintiff  put  in  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  he  had  no  other  documents 
relating  to  the  particular  matter  r  the  court  on  inspecting  the  books  already 
produced  was  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  making  fair  discovery  and 
was  keeping  back  documents,  and  affirmed  the  order  dismissing  the  action. 

Where  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  documents  is  made  on 
two  or  more  plaintiffs,  and  they  have  not  aU  joined  in  the 
affidavit,  the  court  will  not  dismiss  the  action  if  it  is  shown 
satisfactorily  that  the  plaintiffs  who  have  not  joined  are  not 
in  a  condition  to  make  an  affidavit :  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Raffalo- 
vitch  V.  Wilson,  7  Q,.  B.  D.  p.  361. 

See  also  Hartley  v.  Oiven,  cited  ante,  p.  88,  where  an  order 
was  refused. 

The  court  will  not  go  on  staying  proceedings  for  ever.  It 
has  the  right  to  go  further  and  to  say  that  after  a  proper 
interval  the  proceedings  which  have  been  stayed  shall  be 
altogether  expelled  from  the  court  and  any  property  which 
has  been  taken  possession  of  be  restored  to  the  person  from 
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whom  it  was  taken :  Repuhlk  of  Lihet^ia  v.  Roye^  1  App.  Cas, 
pp.  143 — 144  (see  further  as  to  this  case,  ante^  p.  86). 

In  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Liverpool^  3  Sw.  567,  Lord  Eldon 
made  an  order  for  the  bill  to  be  dismissed  in  default  of  pro* 
duction  of  a  certain  document  within  a  limited  time  (see 
further  as  to  this  case,  ante^  p.  248). 

The  order  generaUj  allows  a  further  limited  time  for 
giving  the  discovery :  see  Republic  of  Liberia  v.  Roye :  Carter  v. 
StubbSy  post :  but  see  an  exceptional  case  Danvillier  v.  MyerSj 
ante :  see  also  as  to  striking  out  the  defence  post^  p.  590. 

The  whole  action  will  be  dismissed  although  the  discovery 
in  respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  in  default  may  have 
reference  only  to  a  particular  portion  of  the  claim :  Dantnllier 
V.  Myers, 

The  order  will  be  made  although  the  plaintiff's  default  is 
not  in  giving  no  discovery  but  in  giving  insufficient  dis- 
covery :  see  Kennedy  v.  Lyelly  W.  N.  83,  p.  137 :  as  in 
chancery,  for  an  insufficient  answer  was  no  answer :  Dan.  Ch. 
Pr.  448,  citing  King  v.  Bryant^  6  L.  J.  Ch.  151 :  Davis  v. 
Davis,  2  Atk.  24 :  Turner  v.  Turner,  4  Ves.  419. 

The  time  for  appealing  against  an  order  dismissing  the  action 
for  want  of  prosecution  may  be  enlarged  under  Ord.  LXIV. 
r.  7,  even  after  the  order  has  tcJien  effect  and  the  action  has 
become  thereby  dismissed :  and  the  judge  having  so  enlarged 
the  time  may  vary  the  order :  Carter  v.  Stubbs,  6  Q,.  B.  D. 
116 :  Burke  v.  Rooney,  4  0.  P.  D.  226  :  as  by  extending  the 
time  for  giving  the  discovery :  Carter  v.  Stubbs,  where,  an 
order  having  been  made  on  the  plaintiff  to  answer  inter- 
rogatories within  seven  days,  and  in  default  his  action  to  be 
dismissed,  and  his  answer  having  been  filed  on  the  eighth 
day,  the  order  was  varied  by  substituting  fourteen  for  seven 
days :  and  see  CHbson  v.  Sykes,  28  S.  J.  533. 
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TV.  Where  the  Defendant  is  in  Default^  striking  out  his  Defence. 

If  any  party  fails  to  comply  with  any  order  to  answer 
interrogatories,  or  for  discovery  or  inspection  of  documents 
he  shall  be  liable  to  attachment  (see  as  to  attachment  ante^ 
Section  II ).  He  shall  also  ....  if  a  defendant  be  liable 
to  have  his  defence,  if  any,  struck  out,  and  to  be  pleiced  in 
the  same  position  as  if  he  had  not  defended,  and  the  party 
interrogating  may  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  for  an  order 
to  that  effect,  and  an  order  may  be  made  accordingly : 
Rule  21. 

The  practice  as  to  taking  bills  pro  oonf  esse  in  chancery  was  regulated  by 
1  Will.  IV.  c.  36  and  Consol.  Ord.  XXII.  An  order  could  only  be  made 
where  the  defendant  was  deemed  to  have  absconded  to  avoid  or  to  have 
refused  to  obey  the  process  of  the  court :  but  where  the  plaintiff  was  unable 
with  due  diligence  to  procure  a  writ  of  attachment  or  any  subsequent  pro- 
cess for  want  of  answer  to  be  executed  against  him  by  reason  of  his  being 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  or  being  concealed  or  for  any  other  cause, 
the  defendant  was  to  be  so  deemed.  The  court  had  a  discretion  as  to  mitlnTig- 
the  order.  See  as  to  where  the  defendant  was  resident  abroad  Luhteta  y. 
Vinemt,  15  Bear.  272 :  JarvU  y.  Shandy  13  L.  T.  403 :  Eele  y.  OgU,  2  Ha.  623. 


This  rule  is  not  imperative :  see  ante^  Section  III.  as  to 
where  the  plaintiff  is  in  default:  and  CHbson  v.  SykeSy  28 
S.  J.  533,  where  an  order  striking  out  a  defence  and  counter- 
claim and  entering  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  default  in 
answering  interrogatories  was  reversed  on  appeal.  Orders 
for  striking  out  the  defence  were  made  in  Twycross  v.  Grants 
W.  N.  76,  pp.  201,  229,  for  default  in  answering :  in  Anon. 
W.  N.  76,  p.  204,  and  Fisher  v.  Hughes,  25  W.  E.  528,  for 
default  in  filing  an  affidavit  of  documents. 

The  order  generally  allows  the  party  a  further  limited  time 
for  giving  the  discovery:  Ticycross  v.  Grant:  Anon.:  and 
see  Gibson  v.  Sykes:  and  see  as  to  dismissing  the  plaintiff's 
action  ante.  Section  III. :  as  in  chancery  where  an  order 
was  made  to  tiJie  the  bill  pro  confesso  :  Courage  v.  Wardell, 
4  Ha.  481. 

In  chancery  after  an  order  to  take  the  bill  pro  confesso  had  been  obtained 
the  court  would  discharge  the  order  if  there  had  been  no  unreasonable  delay, 
and  the  defendant  came  in  upon  any  reasonable  ground  of  indulgence :  but 
it  might  insist  upon  looking  at  the  answer  which  was  proposed  to  be  put  in 
in  order  to  see  that  it  was  a  proper  one :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  448 ;  Heanie  y.  Oaikie, 
11  Ves.  77. 
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If  the  defence  is  struck  out  the  defendant  is  in  default  and 
Ord.  LVII.  applies :  Fishery.  Hughes,  25  W.  E.  628. 

So  it  is  conceived  the  plaintiff  could  if  necessary  get  an 
extension  of  time  for  any  step  he  may  wish  to  take  in  the 
action :  see  for  instance  Westminster,  8fc,  Co.  v.  Claytoriy  12 
W.  R.  124,  where  the  time  for  amending  the  bill  was  extended 
until  ten  days  after  the  defendant  should  have  filed  his 
affidavit  of  documents.  See  also  Ord.  XIX.  r.  8  as  to  par- 
ticulars. 
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OHAPTEB  Vin. 

COSTS. 

I.  Generally. 

The  following  rules  deal  with  the  costs  of  discovery  (see  as 
to  the  rules  dealing  with  the  preliminaiy  deposit  as  security 
for  the  costs  of  discovery  jt?05^,  Section  II.) : — 

In  adjusting  the  costs  of  the  cause  or  matter  inquiry  shall  at  the  instance 
of  any  party  be  made  into  the  propriety  of  exhibiting  such  interrogatories, 
and  if  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  taxing  officer  or  of  the  court  or  judge,  either 
with  or  without  an  application  for  enquiry,  that  such  interrogatories  have 
been  exhibited  unreasonably,  Texatiously  or  at  improper  length,  the  costs 
occasioned  by  the  said  interrogatories  and  the  answers  thereto  shaU  be  paid 
in  any  event  by  the  party  in  default :  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  3. 

The  court  or  a  judge  may  at  the  hearing  of  any  cause  or  matter,  or  upon 
any  application  or  proceeding  in  any  cause  or  matter  in  court  or  at  chambers, 
and  whether  the  same  is  objected  to  or  not,  direct  the  costs  of  any  indorse- 
ment on  a  writ  of  summons,  pleading,  sunmions,  affidavit,  evidence,  notioe 
requiring  a  statement  of  claim,  notice  to  produce,  admit,  or  cross-examine 
witnesses,  account,  statement,  procuring  discovery  by  interrogatories  or 
order,  applications  for  time,  bills  of  costs,  service  of  notice  of  motion  or 
summons,  or  other  proceeding,  or  any  part  thereof,  which  is  improper,  vexa- 
tious, unnecessary,  or  contains  vexatious  or  unnecessary  matter,  or  is  of  un- 
necessary length,  or  caused  by  misconduct  or  negligence,  to  be  disallowed, 
or  may  direct  the  taxing  officer  to  look  into  the  same  and  to  disallow  the 
costs  thereof,  or  of  such  part  thereof  as  he  shall  find  to  be  improper,  unneces- 
sary, vexatious,  or  to  contain  unnecessary  matter,  or  to  be  of  unnecessary 
length,  or  caused  by  misconduct  or  negligence  ;  and  in  such  case  the  party 
whose  costs  are  so  disallowed  shall  pay  the  costs  occasioned  thereby  to  the 
other  parties;  and  in  any  case  where  such  question  shall  not  have  been 
raised  before  and  dealt  wiui  by  the  court  or  judge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
taxing  officer  to  look  into  the  same  (and,  as  to  evidence,  although  the  same 
may  be  entered  as  read  in  any  decree  or  order)  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and 
thereupon  the  same  consequences  shall  ensue  as  if  he  had  been  specially 
directed  to  do  so :  and.in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  the  master  shaU  make 
such  order  as  may  be  required  to  effect  the  object  of  this  regulation: 
Ord.  LXV.  r.  27  (20). 

In  every  cause,  or  matter,  the  costs  of  discovery,  by  interrogatories  or 
otherwise,  shall,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  court  or  a  jtldgfe,  be  secured 
in  the  first  instance  as  provided  by  Rule  26  of  this  Order,  by  the  party  seek- 
ing such  discovery,  and  shall  be  sdlowed  as  part  of  his  costs  where,  and  only 
where,  such  discovery  shall  appear  to  the  judge  at  the  trial,  or  if  there  is  no 
trial,  to  the  court  or  a  judge,  or  shall  appear  to  the  taxing  officer,  to  have 
been  reasonably  asked  for :  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  25 :  see  as  to  rule  26  potty  Sect.  li. 

As  to  inspection  of  documents  under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  15,  no  allowance  is  to 
be  made  for  any  notice  or  inspection,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  taxinfi^  officer  that  there  were  good  and  sufficient  reasons  for  giving  such 
notioe  and  making  such  inspection :  Ord.  LXY.  r.  27  (17). 

See  further  as  to  the  costs  of  inspection  ante,  p.  175 :  of 
copies  atite,  p.  174 :  of  deposit  in  court  ante,  pp.  167,  168. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  inspection  of  property  ante,  p.  577. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  a  prolix  afQdavit  of  documents  ante^ 
p.  229. 
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See  as  to  the  oosts  of  unnecessary  disooveiy  by  way  of 
interrogatories  ante^  pp.  107,  122. 

See  as  to  the  oosts  of  prolix  or  unnecessary  answers  aniBf 
p.  128. 

The  costs  of  giying  discovery  are  (subject  to  the  matters 
stated  in  the  above  references,  and  see  in  particular  Mitchell 
V.  Darlet/y  8fc.  Co.  10  Q.  B.  D.  p.  458,  where  it  would  seem 
to  have  been  laid  down  that  the  judge  must  direct  how  the 
costs  of  inspection  are  to  be  paid  or  they  cannot  be  recovered, 
and  that  the  common  practice  was  to  deal  with  the  costs  of 
answering  interrogatories  or  inspecting  documents  before 
answer  or  inspection :  but  qu.  see  ante,  p.  175)  costs  in  the 
cause.  The  oosts  of  perusing  interrogatories  before  the  hear- 
ing of  a  successful  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill  were  disallowed, 
for  perusal  was  unnecessary :  Ernest  v.  Partridge,  2  N.  E. 
232. 

The  oosts  of  giving  discovery  are  incident  to  the  application 
for  the  discovery  when  provision  is  made  for  them  in  the 
order  made  on  the  application,  and  they  are  therefore  in  the 
judge's  discretion,  and  not  subject  to  appeal,  and  fall  within 
section  149  of  the  Jud.  Act,  1873 :  Mitchell  v.  Darley,  Sfc, 
Co.:  and  see  Ord.  LXV.  r.  1. 

The  costs  of  drawing  and  delivering  interrogatories  are 
(subject  as  above)  costs  in  the  cause.  The  costs  of  interroga- 
tories prepared  but  not  used  will  not  as  a  rule  be  allowed 
unless  under  special  circumstances,  as  where  an  arrangement 
was  come  to  between  the  parties  to  save  the  expense  of  an 
answer  by  admissions :  Davies  v.  Marshall,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  564. 

The  costs  of  applications  for  discovery,  if  the  application  is 
allowed,  are  made  costs  in  the  cause  by  the  order.  This  was 
so  even  where  special  leave  was  given  under  the  old  rules  to 
interrogate  after  the  close  of  the  pleadings :  London  and  Pro* 
mncialj  Sfc.  Co.  v.  Dames,  5  Ch.  D.  775. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  applications  having  reference  to  the 
place  of  production  ante,  p.  173. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  applications  for  further  time  for 
giving  discovery  ante,  p.  143. 

On  applications  for  further  answers  to  interrogatories  the 
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ordinary  rule  is  to  apportion  the  costs  of  the  application 
according  to  the  relative  success  of  the  parties :  but  the  costs 
have  sometimes  been  made  costs  in  the  cause:  see  Be  Sutcliffe^ 
Alison  V.  Alisoriy  44  L.  T.  p.  548. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  a  viv&  voce  examination  under 
Eule  11,  Vicary  v,  G.  N.  R.  Co.  ante,  p.  147. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  attachment  ante,  p.  586. 


II.  Preliminary  Deposit  as  Security  for  Costs. 
Eule  25.    See  ante,  p.  592. 

'  Bule  26.  Any  party  seekinc'  discovery  by  interrogatoiieB  aihaU,  before 
delivery  of  interrogatories,  pay  into  court  to  a  separate  account  in  the  action, 
to  be  called  ^^  security  for  costs  account  *'  to  abide  further  order,  the  sum  of 
51,  and,  if  the  number  of  folios  exceeds  five,  the  further  sum  of  10«.  for 
every  additional  folio.  Any  party  seeking  discovery  otherwise  than  by  in- 
terrogfatories  shall,  before  maxbig  application  for  discovery,  pay  into  court, 
to  a  like  account,  to  abide  further  order,  the  sum  of  5/.,  and  may  be  ordered 
further  to  pay  into  court  as  aforesaid  such  additional  sum  as  the  court  or  a 
judge  shall  direct.  The  party  seeking  discovery  shall,  with  his  interroga- 
tories or  order  for  discovery,  serve  a  copy  of  the  receipt  for  the  said  payment 
into  court,  and  the  time  (see  as  to  this  ants^  p.  143)  for  answering  or  making 
discovery  shaU  in  all  cases  commence  from  toe  date  of  such  service. 

Bule  27.  Unless  the  court  or  a  judge  shall  at  or  before  the  trial  other- 
wise order,  the  amount  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  **  security  for  costs 
account "  in  any  cause  or  matter,  shall  after  the  cause  or  matter  has  been 
finally  disposed  of  be  paid  out  to  the  party  by  whom  the  same  was  paid  in  on 
his  request,  or  to  his  solicitor  on  such  party's  written  authority,  in  the  event 
of  the  costs  of  the  cause  or  matter  being  adjudged  to  him,  but  in  the  event 
of  the  court  or  judge  ordering  him  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  cause  ur  matter, 
the  amount  in  court  shaU  be  subject  to  a  lien  for  the  costs  ordered  to  be  paid 
to  any  other  party. 

See  Bule  27a,  post,  p.  643. 

The  general  principle  of  these  rules  is  that  a  person  seeking 
discovery  is  to  give  security  for  costs,  the  object  being  to  put 
a  check  on  applications  for  diBcovery,  and  that  a  sort  of 
pledge  should  be  given  that  it  is  really  required :  Compagnie, 
8fc.  du  Pacifique  v.  Cfuano  Co.  W.  N.  83,  p.  166 :  Smith  v. 
Reed,  W.  N.  83,  p.  196 :  Henderson  v.  Ripley,  W.  N.  84, 
p.  85. 

The  deposit  is  intended  for  the  protection  of  the  clients 
themselves:  Aste  v.  Stunmore,  13  Q.  B.  D.  326,  p.  329. 
The  rule  as  to  deposit  is  not  imposed  solely  for  the  benefit  of 
the  party  from  whom  the  discovery  is  sought :  Hall  v.  Liardet, 
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W.  N.  83,  p.  175,  approved  in  Aste  v.  Stunrnwe^  p.  329 : 
and  see  this  case  farther  cited  antcy  p.  91,  in  reference  to  the 
object  of  the  leave  of  the  court  being  required  to  administer 
interrogatories  under  the  new  Bule  1. 

The  liability  of  the  party  to  make  the  deposit  cannot 
therefore  be  waived  by  the  party  from  whom  the  discovery 
is  sought :  that  is  to  say,  a  judge  is  not  bound  to  dispense 
with  the  deposit  and  to  "  order  otherwise  "  (under  Rule  26) 
simply  because  the  parties  choose  to  agree  that  there  shall  be 
no  deposit:  semble,  the  judge  has  a  discretion  in  such  a 
case:  Aste  v.  Stunmorej  pp.  328 — 330  (where  the  parties 
were  rich). 

It  is  no  reason  for  relieving  plaintiffs  from  giving  security 
that  as  foreigners  they  have  already  been  compelled  to  give 
security  for  costs  of  the  action :  Compagnie^  ^c,  du  Pacifique 
V.  Quano  Co.  W.  N.  83,  p.  166. 

Poverty  is  a  ground  for  dispensing  with  security  for  costs : 
Burr  V.  Huhhard  (cited  ante^  p.  93) :  Compagniey  Sfc.  du 
Pacifique  v.  Cfuano  Co. :  Smith  v.  Went  (cited  antej  p.  93) : 
Henderson  v.  Ripley^  where  the  application  to  dispense  was 
refused,  the  action  being  supported  by  public  subscription. 

Where  interrogatories  are  delivered  to  more  than  one 
defendant  a  deposit  must  be  made  in  respect  of  each  set  of 
interrogatories  that  he  delivers,  that  is  to  say  in  respect  of 
each  defendant :  Smith  v.  Reed^  W.  N.  83,  p.  196 :  Campbell 
V.  Pouletty  W.  N.  84,  p.  48.  But  contra  apparently  in  The 
Wickham^  63  L.  T.  236,  a  co-ownership  action,  where,  the 
plaintiff  having  administered  interrogatories  to  be  separately 
answered  by  each  of  thirty-four  defendants,  Butt,  J.  held 
that  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  26  gave  no  power  to  make  such  an  order. 

But  one  deposit  is  sufficient  on  an  application  for  an  order 
for  an  affidavit  of  documents  against  plaintiffis :  Campbell  v. 
Poulett. 

Discovery  under  Bules  26  and  26  means  such  discovery  as 
has  been  referred  to  in  the  previous  rules  of  this  Order :  Law 
V.  Budd,  W.  N.  83,  p.  166. 

No  security  for  costs  is  necessary  before  application  for  an 
order  for  an  affidavit  and  production  of  ship's  papers  in 


596  BK.  III.  CHAP.  VIII.  SECT.  II. 

aotionfl  against  underwriters^  see  ante^  p.  560,  for  suoh  an 
order  is  a  matter  of  oourse,  and  differs  from  ordinary  orders 
for  discovery :  ibid. 

The  interrogatories  may  be  set  aside  if  the  proper  deposit 
is  not  made  :  Smith  v.  Reedy  W.  N.  83,  p.  196.  But  qu.  as 
to  the  necessity  for  such  an  order,  for  the  party  is  not  bound 
to  give  discovery  imless  and  until  the  deposit  is  made :  see 
Eule  26. 

The  deposit  is  security  for  the  general  costs  of  the  action, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  paid  out  to  the  party  in  the  event  of 
his  subsequently  determining  to  dispense  with  the  discovery : 
Jubb  V.  Bibbsj  W.  N.  83,  p.  208 ;  see  also  Bates  v.  Burchell^ 
28  S.  J.  443. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

MISCELLANEOUS. 

I.  As  to  Discovert/  being  on  Oath. 

All  disooverymuBt  be  on  oath  except  in  the  case  of  persons 
exempted  by  statute*  (see  post  as  to  persons  entitled  to  the 
privilege  of  peerage,  officers  of  the  Crown,  and  foreign 
sovereigns).     See  the  rules  of  Ord.  XXXI.  post,  App.  Ch.  II. 

The  answer  in  chancery  must  have  been  put  in  upon  oath 
except  in  the  case  of  persons  entitled  to  the  privilege  of 
peerage  who  answered  on  protestation  of  honour,  corporations 
aggregate  who  answered  under  their  common  seed,  and  per* 
sons  exempted  from  taking  an  oath  by  any  statute  in  that 
behalf :  Consol.  Ord.  XV.  r.  6 :  and  see  Bedes.  PL  10  and 
cases  there  cited  as  to  Quakers,  &c. :  and  post  as  to  persons 
entitled  to  privilege  of  peerage. 

Qu.  as  to  persons  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  peerage  who 
answered  in  chancery  on  protestation  of  honour:  Consol. 
Ord.  XV.  r.  6 :  Beam.  Ch.  0.  pp.  105,  261 :  Eedes.  PI.  10  : 
Meers  v.  Stourton,  1  P.  W.  146 :  2  Salk.  612  :  Dawson  v.  ElUs, 
1  J.  &  W.  626 :  Peacock  v.  Bedford,  1  V.  &  B.  187  :  Robinson 
V.  Rokeby,  8  Ves.  601  (Irish  peer) :  Oilpin  v.  Southampton, 
18  Ves.  470  (peeress) :  Hamilton  v.  Oerrard,  Prec.  in  Ch.  92 
(peeress — production  of  documents  on  honour  as  part  of  her 
answer). 

A  bishop  answered  on  oath :  Sarum  v.  Sarum,  Toth.  74. 

See  as  to  the  Att.-Gen.  and  other  officers  of  the  Crown 
ante,  p.  70. 

See  as  to  a  foreign  sovereign  ante,  p.  72. 

An  answer  to  interrogatories  made  abroad  without  oath 
but  by  way  of  declaration  before  a  burgomaster  was  allowed 

*  By  section  100  of  the  Jud.  Act,  1873,  oath  shall  indude  a  solemn  af- 
fijmation  and  statutory  dedaratioD. 
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to  be  filed  by  consent  sinoe  the  Jud.  Act :  Bacofi  v.  Ttomerj 
W.  N.  76,  p.  292. 


H.  As  to  Appeals  from  Orders  for  Discovery. 

Appeals  except  on  points  of  principle  ore  nearly  always 
fruitless :  the  exercise  of  the  judge's  discretion  will  not  be 
interfered  with  unless  he  has  proceeded  on  a  wrong  principle : 
see  ante^  p.  101 :  Hade  v.  Jacobs,  3  Ex.  D.  p.  337.  It  was  so 
at  common  law :  see  Day,  0.  L.  P.  308  and  ante,  p.  101. 

See  as  to  appeals  where  judges  at  the  request  of  the  parties 
inspect  documents  to  decide  as  to  their  production  antey  p.  233. 

In  early  cases  it  seems  an  order  for  production  would  not 
be  stayed  pending  its  appeal  unless  in  exceptional  circum- 
stances :  see  Walburn  v.  Ingilbj/y  1  M.  &  K.  79  :  Storey  v. 
Lennoxy  1  M.  &  C.  685.  But  the  practice  is  now  otherwise. 
In  Kelly  v.  Hutton^  15  W.  R.  916,  orders  had  been  made  for 
inspection  and  for  deposit  in  court :  the  documents  were  de- 
posited, but  pending  appeal  it  was  ordered  that  the  party 
should  not  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  them.  So  an  order  for 
inspection  of  a  manufacturing  process  was  stayed  pending 
appeal  therefrom  :  Flower  v.  Lloydy  20  8.  J.  584. 


in.  As  to  Discovoy  from  Foreigners  or  Persons   resident 
Abroad. 

Interrogatories  would  be  allowed  to  be  delivered  to  a 
plaintiff  foreigner  resident  abroad  at  common  law :  Pohl  v. 
Toung,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  23. 

An  order  for  discovery  of  documents  will  be  made  in  an 
action  in  rem  against  the  owners  of  a  foreign  ship  resident 
abroad  but  reasonable  time  will  be  allowed  for  giving  the 
discovery :  The  Emma,  34  L.  T.  742. 

Where  a  defendant  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  it  was  said 
under  the  old  rules  that  leave  to  serve  interrogatories,  if  any 
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should  be  delivered,  should  be  provided  with  the  leave  to 
serve  the  writ :  Young  v.  Brassey^  1  Ch.  D.  277.  And  in  an 
action  where  under  the  present  Bule  1  no  order  is  neoessaiy 
to  interrogate  the  same  course  should  be  adopted. 


IV.  As  to  the  Right  to  Discovery  where  the  Pleadings  are 
amended. 

In  respect  of  new  matter  introduced  by  amendment  the 
party  has  the  same  right  to  discover  as  in  respect  of  the 
original  pleadings.  A  plaintiff  in  chancery  was  entitled  to 
have  a  further  affidavit  of  documents,  where  he  had  amended 
his  bill,  relating  to  the  further  matters  mentioned  in  the 
amendments :  Warden  v.  Peddington^  32  Beav.  639.  So  also 
he  had  an  absolute  right  to  jQle  fresh  interrogatories  in  respect 
of  the  new  matter  introduced  by  amendment :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
408  :  or,  before  answer  put  in  to  the  original  bill,  to  get  an 
order  of  course  to  amend  the  interrogatories  as  well  as  the 
bill :  Braithw.  Pr.  309 :  and  see  ante^  p.  149. 

The  amendment  must  have  been  substantial :  the  matter 
must  have  been  really  new  :  see  Wich  v.  Parker,  22  Beav.  69, 
pp.  66 — 68  :  Duncofnbe  v.  2>flm,  1  Ha.  184,  p.  193 ;  Sili  v. 
Northern  Bumios  AyreSy  SfC.  Co.  41  L.  J.  CL  69. 

The  same  interrogatory  may  bear  a  different  meaning 
when  tested  by  reference  to  the  amended  pleading.  Though 
where  the  bill  was  amended  the  defendant  could  not  be  ordered 
to  answer  an  interrogatory  already  (technically  or  actually) 
sufficiently  answered,  this  was  not  so  where  itfi  purport  had 
been  enlarged  or  altered  by  the  amendment:  see  -4.  O.y. 
EeeSy  12  Beav.  50:  Partridge  v.  Haycrofiy  11  Ves.  p.  581 : 
Mdzarredo  v.  Maitlandj  3  Mad.  pp.  71 — 72 :  Buncombe  v. 
Davi^y  pp.  193—194 :  Wich  v.  Parkery  p.  68 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  663. 

The  following  technicality  in  the  old  chancery  practice  can 
have  no  place  under  the  present  practice : — 

As  to  the  matter  whioh  was  also  in  the  original  biU  a  plaintiff  in  chancery 
by  amending  his  bill  admitted  the  answer  to  the  original  bill  to  be  sufficient 
and  therefore  was  not' entitled,  without  special  leave:   Denis  v.  Bocliuaen, 
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4  Jar.  N.  S.  298 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  408 :  which  would  be  refused  where  there 
was  laches :  Southampton^  ^.  Co,  v.  JRatqlinSj  12  W.  R.  285 :  10  Jur.  N.  S. 
118:  to  interrogate  thereto:  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  408—409,  668—664:  Drake  v. 
Symes,  2  D.  G.  B*.  &  J.  81 :  Ovey  v.  LeighUm,  2  S.  &  S.  234 :  Wich  v.  Parker, 
22  Beav.  69  ;  nor  did  it  make  any  difference  that  he  had  not  interrogated  at 
all  to  his  original  bill  and  the  defendant  had  put  in  a  voluntaxy  answer : 
Benia  v.  Roehusen,  4  Jar.  N.  S.  298 :  bat  otherwise  if  he  amended  his  bill 
before  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  filing  interrogatories  to  the  original 
biU :  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  408. 


V.  A8  to  Reading  part  of  an  Amwer  to  Interrogatories. 

Any  party  may,  at  the  trial  of  a  caase,  matter,  or  issae,  use  in  evidence 
any  one  or  more  of  the  answers  or  any  part  of  an  answer*  of  the  opposite 
party  to  interrogfatories  without  patting  in  the  others  or  the  whole  of  sach 
answer* :  provided  always,  that  in  sach  case  the  jadge  may  look  at  the 
whole  of  the  answers,  and  if  he  shall  be  of  opinion  that  any  others  of  them 
are  so  connected  with  those  put  in  that  the  last-mentioned  answers  ought  not 
to  be  used  without  them,  he  may  direct  them  to  be  put  in.    Bole  24. 

Fart  even  of  a  paragraph  may  be  read  alone :  see  Cotton, 
L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  ante^  p.  392). 

Wlien  an  admission  is  read  everytliing  ought  to  be  read 
which  is  fairly  connected  with  that  admission,  but  not  a  pas- 
sage not  connected  in  sense  or  substance  with  that  admission, 
though  in  his  answer  the  party  may  have  claimed  to  do  so : 
see  Cotton,  L.  J.  in  Lyell  v.  Kennedy  (cited  ante^  p.  392),  where 
the  party  craved  leave  to  refer  to  his  former  aoswer  to  other 
interrogatories.  See  further  as  to  this  case  in  connection 
with  this  point  ante^  pp.  117,  120. 

In  chancery  on  a  bill  for  relief  a  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  read  any  part  of 
the  answer  without  reading  the  whole.  But  where  he  read  any  passage,  the 
defenduit  was  entitled  to  have  read  any  explanatory  passages  whether  con- 
nected in  point  of  grammatical  construction  or  separated  l^  other  passages 
referring  to  distiact  subjects:  Nurse  v.  Bunn,  6  Sim.  226:  or  where  the 
plaintiff  read  a  passage  relating  to  one  part  of  a  subject,  the  defendant 
might  read  another  passage  relating  to  another  part  of  the  subject,  though 
not  in  the  same  sentence,  if  it  were  connected  in  meaning  with  the  firat 
passage :  Budc  t.  WTiitchureh^  3  Sim.  562  :  and  see  Miller  v.  Oow^  post :  but 
not  another  passage  though  connected  by  "  but  "or  '*  and,"  unless  explana- 
tory :  Davis  v.  Spurlingy  1  R.  &  M.  p.  68.  '*  Where  a  plaintiff  chooses  to  read 
a  passage  from  a  defendant's  answer  he  reads  all  the  circumstances  stated  in 
tiie  passage.  If  the  passage  so  read  contains  a  reference  to  any  other  pas- 
sage or  to  a  fact  stated  in  any  other  passage,  that  other  passage  must  be 
read  also :  but  it  is  to  be  read  only  for  the  purpose  of  explaining,  so  far  as 


*The  words  ''or  any  part  of  the  answer"  and  ''or  the  whole  of  such 
answer"  were  not  in  the  old  rule,  see  ante,  p.  118. 
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explanation  may  be  necessary,  the  passage  preyiotuily  read  in  which  the 
reference  to  it  is  made.  If,  in  the  passage  thus  r^erred  to,  new  facts  and 
circumstances  are  introduced  in  grammatical  connection  with  that  which 
most  be  read  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  reference,  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances so  introduced  are  not  to  be  considered  as  read:"  Lord  Eldon  in 
Bartktt  v.  OxUard^  3  Buss.  166,  p.  167.  See  also  Ormond  t.  HtUehinwnf 
13  Yes.  p.  63 ;  and  Ccnnop  v.  Sayipard,  post.  See  also  poat  as  to  reading  the 
interrogatories  in  the  case  of  an  answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery. 

Where  a  defendant  admitted  the  receipt  of  certain  sums  of  money,  and  in 
a  subsequent  part  of  his  answer  discharged  himself,  he  was  unable  to  use  it 
for  the  purpose  of  discharging  himself  except  perhaps  where  the  discharge 
f  oUowea  immediately  in  the  same  sentence  as  if  ne  admitted  receiving  certain 
sums  which  sums  he  had  paid,  &c.  Bidgway  v.  Darwin^  7  Yes.  404  ;  or,  if 
the  answer  stated  that  on  a  particular  day  he  received  a  certain  sum  and 
paid  it  over,  that  might  discluirgo  him,  but  not  if  the  payment  was  on  a 
subsequent  day,  for  that  was  a  different  transaction :  T%>mps<m  v.  Lamb^ 
7  Yes.  687 :  or  at  other  times :  Bhunt  v.  Barww,  4  B.  C.  C.  p.  75.  Nor 
where  he  charged  himself  in  one  schedule  could  he  avail  himself  of  his 
alleged  disbursements  in  another  schedule :  Boardman  v.  JacksoHy  2  Ball  &  B. 
p.  386.  See  also  Bobimon  v.  Seoiney^  19  Yes.  682  :  AudUy  v.  Audley,  I  Yem. 
p.  193 :  Hampton  v.  Spencer,  1  Yem.  p.  287  :  and  Connop  v.  Hayward,  1  T. 
&  G.  C.  0.  33,  where  an  executor  admitting  assets  was  not  allowed  to  read  a 
passage  alleging  payment  of  a  legacy,  there  being  no  sufficient  connection. 


Where  a  plaintiff  was  surprised  by  being  compelled  to 
read  a  further  passage  he  was  usually  allowed  to  withdraw 
the  original  passage  from  the  evidenoe :  Freeman  v.  Tathaniy 
5  Ha.  p.  337:  Allfrey  v.  AUfreyy  1  M.  &  ».  p.  93 :  but  it 
was  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  and  leave  would  sometimes 
be  refused  :  Freefnan  v.  Tatham. 

The  answer  to  a  cross  bill  for  disoorery  or  to  interroga- 
tories founded  on  a  concise  statement  was  read  and  used  in 
the  same  way  as  an  answer  to  a  bill  praying  relief :  Consol. 
Ord.  XIX.  r.  6. 

Except  in  that  particular  case  the  whole  of  an  answer  to  a 
bill  of  discovery  must  be  read  if  any  part  were  read :  Miller 
V.  Oowy  1  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  56  :  Ormond  v.  Hutchimoriy  13  Ves. 
p.  53  :  Boardman  v.  Jackson,  2  Ball  &  B.  p.  386 :  Buttertcorth 
V.  Bailey y  15  Ves.  p.  362.  And  so  the  interrogatories  must 
be  put  in  if  the  party  insisted  upon  it  for  the  purpose  of 
explaining  his  answer :  Fleet  v.  Pei^rinSy  37  L.  J.  Q.  B.  233  : 
and  also  the  narrative  part  of  the  billy  where  under  the  old 
practice  the  defendant  was  bound  to  answer  it :  Pennell  v. 
Meyer,  2  M.  &  E.  98. 

On  the  same  ground  where  a  party  at  law  obtained  pro- 
duction of  a  document  by  means  of  a  bill  of  discovery  the 
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judge  would  not  allow  him  to  use  the  document  without  also 
using  the  answer,  unless  a  court  of  equity  had  made  an  order 
for  its  production  (which  should  not  be  done  on  a  biU  of 
discovery :  Brotcn  y.  Thornton :  though  otherwise  on  a  bill 
for  relief  where  a  trial  at  law  was  directed :  see  Hylton  v. 
Morgan^  cited  antCy  p.  275),  for  it  was  a  part  of  the  answer : 
Brotcn  v.  Thorntoiiy  1  M.  &  C.  243 :  and  Beepoat^  p.  611. 

In  equity  on  a  bill  for  relief  it  was  different ;  for  though 
different  parts  of  an  answer  could  not  be  severed  if  they  were 
in  substance  connected  (and  see  ante)^  the  rule  was  not  to 
read  the  part  of  the  answer  referring  to  or  explaining  or 
qualifying  the  document :  Milkr  v.  Qow^  1 T.  &  C.  0.  C.  56  : 
and  see  Taylor  v.  Salmon^  3  M.  &  C.  422. 


VI.  As  to  any  Connection  between  the  Obligation  to  give  and  the 
Right  to  require  Discovery — as  to  any  PriwHty  of  Right 
of  either  Plaintiff  or  Defendant  to  require  Discovery, 

It  is  obvious  as  has  already  been  pointed  out  {ante^  p.  133) 
that  it  may  be  a  great  advantage  to  a  party  to  obtain  dis- 
covery from  his  opponent  before  he  gives  discovery :  and  in 
particular  this  is  so  where  the  discovery  which  he  is  called  on 
to  give  is  of  his  own  case,  and  he  relies  for  his  statement  in 
detail  of  that  case  upon  what  he  may  be  able  to  fish  out  by 
means  of  discovery:  see  antCy  pp.  13,  98  and  461,  as  to  a 
party's  requiring  discovery  before  he  has  stated  his  own  case. 
See  as  to  the  position  of  a  party  who  alleges  that  he  is 
unable  to  give  the  required  discovery  without  getting  certain 
discovery  from  his  opponent  ante^  p.  134. 

Under  the  old  chancerj  practioe  the  plaintLS  had  a  priority.  The  defendant 
could  not  file  a  concise  statement  and  interrogatories  under  section  19  of  the 
Ch.  P.  Act,  or  (see  the  exceptional  cases  cited  ante^  pp.  247 — 251,  under  the 
earlier  practice)  obtain  an  order  for  discovery  or  production  of  documents 
under  section  20  until  he  had  put  in  his  answer  where  required  to,  and  where 
exceptions  were  filed  to  his  answer  he  could  not  get  his  interrogatories  (or  a 
cross  bill  if  he  filed  one)  answered,  or  the  documents  discovered  or  produced, 
until  a  limited  time  after  his  answer  had  been  found  sufficient:  see  ante^ 
pp.  97,  161 — 162 :  and  so  the  time  for  the  plaintiff's  putting  in  his  answer 
was  extended  until  after  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  agamst  an  order  for  pro- 
duction by  the  defendant  of  certain  documents  which  it  was  necessaiy  he 
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should  see  for  the  purpose  of  his  answer :  Holmet  y.  Baddeley^  7  Beav.  69. 
In  chancery  however  the  answer  and  defence  were  contained  in  the  same 
document,  and  therefore  there  was  a  reason  for  this  practice  which  does  not 
now,  or  at  all  events  to  the  same  extent  (see  ante)y  obtam,  namely  that  the  de- 
fendant should  not  have  discovery  until  he  had  stated  his  own  case :  see  ante. 

It  is  to  be  noted  however  that  in  Baily  v.  Lunkerley,  6  W.  B.  835,  it  was  said 
by  Kindersley,  Y.  0.  that  the  spirit  of  the  Gh.  P.  Act  was  that  if  a  defendant 
was  required  to  give  discovery  till  that  was  given  he  should  not  have  the 
benefit  of  an  order  for  production  by  the  plaintiff. 

In  Noelr,  Noel,  11 W.  R.  791,  a  defendant  was  held  entitled  to  an  order  for 
an  affidavit  of  documents  whether  he  had  himself  put  in  a  further  affidavit 
of  documents  in  compliance  with  an  order  or  not :  but  qu.  as  to  the  time  for 
fiUng  it,  see  Haldane  v.  Eckfordy  pott, 

A  plaintiff  lost  his  right  to  discovery  if  he  omitted  to  file  his  interrogatories 
within  the  proper  time  (a  limited  time  after  filing  his  biU),  and  in  the  mean- 
time the  d^endant  had  filed  his  interrogatories :  Garwood  v.  Curtis,  12  W.  B. 
609 :  10  Jur.  N.  S.  199 ;  for  where  they  were  not  filed  within  Uie  proper 
time  the  defendant  was  in  the  position  of  a  person  not  required  to  answer, 
and  this  was  not  altered  by  the  indulgence  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
court  allowing  him  a  further  time  to  file  his  interrogatories :  ibid, ;  or  if  he 
amended  his  bill  after  a  cross  bill  had  been  filed :  ibid, :  Gray  v.  Haigy  13 
Beav.  66 :  Noel  v.  King,  2  Mad.  392. 

The  rule  that  a  party  in  contempt  cannot  move  nntil 
he  has  cleared  his  contempt  did  not  apply  to  prevent  a 
plaintiff  from  using  the  process  of  the  court  to  compel  an 
answer  or  prosecute  his  suit,  if  the  defendant  did  not  apply 
specially  that  proceedings  might  be  stayed :  Wikon  v.  BateBy 
3  M.  &  C.  197,  p.  204;  nor  a  defendant  from  taking  any 
measures  necessary  for  his  defence :  Fry  y.  Ernest^  12  W.  E. 
97  (filing  concise  statement  and  interrogatories  while  in  con- 
tempt for  payment  of  costs  in  another  suit).  Where  pro- 
duction of  documents  was  required  by  a  defendant  for  the 
purpose  of  defending  himself,  James,  Y.  C.  considered  that 
he  had  no  jurisdiction  to  refuse  an  order,  but  fixed  the  time 
for  filing  the  affidavit  and  producing  the  documents  respectively 
for  seven  days  after  an  affidavit  should  be  filed  and  documents 
produced  under  an  order  in  respect  of  which  the  defendant 
was  in  contempt :  Haldane  v.  Eckfordy  L.  E.  7  Eq.  425.  A 
plaintiEE  in  custody  for  contempt  in  respect  of  costs  was 
allowed  to  sue  out  attachment  against  a  defendant  for  default 
in  answering :   Wilson  v.  Bates. 
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VII.  Exhibits  or  Documents  given  in  Evidence. 

A  party  had  no  right  in  the  absence  of  special  circum- 
stances to  production  or  inspection,  before  the  hearing,  of  an 
exhibit  however  it  had  been  proved,  except  for  cross-examina- 
tion: Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  pp.  791 — 792,  referring  to  Forrester  v. 
Helme,  M'Cl.  558 :  Lord  v.  Colvin,  2  Drew.  205 :  5  D.  ». 
M.  &  G.  47 :  Fencott  v.  Clarkey  6  Sim.  8 :  Wiley  v.  Pistor, 
7  Ves.  411 :  Bell  v.  Johnson^  1  J.  &  H.  682 ;  unless  perhaps 
where  the  deposition  proving  it  set  it  out  verbatim:  Dan. 
Ch.  Pr.  781,  791,  referring  to  Hodson  v.  Warrington,  3  P.  W. 
35  :  and  so  made  it  part  of  the  deposition  :  ibid. 

In  Hodson  t.  Warrington  the  order  waa  refused,  for  it  remained  at  the 
defendant's  election  whether  he  would  use  it  or  not.  In  Davers  v.  Davers, 
2  P.  W.  410,  the  refusal  was  based  on  the  general  ground  that  being  the 
evidence  of  tiie  defendant's  title  the  plaintiff  had  no  light  to  see  it  before  the 
hearing  for  the  purpose  perhaps  oi  picking  holes  in  it:  and  see  Wigr. 
n.  349. 

In  these  two  oases  the  documents  were  deeds.  In  WiUy  t.  JPistor  they 
were  letters :  but  no  distinction  was  made. 

See  as  to  production  of  exhibits  at  common  law  Attenborough 
V.  Clark,  2  H.  &  N.  688 :  Tebbut  v.  Ambler,  7  Dowl.  P.  C. 
674 :  Arch.  Pr.  1168 :  Lush,  Pr.  838 :  and  as  to  production 
of  documents  given  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  moving 
for  new  trial,  or  of  an  appeal  post,  p.  605. 


Ylil.  Discomry  or  Prodttctionfor  the  Purpose  of  an  Appeal  or 
of  a  new  Trial. 

Discovery  or  production  of  documents  will,  if  necessary, 
be  ordered  for  the  purpose  of  an  appeal :  see  Be  National 
Funds  Assurance  Co.  cited  ante,  p.  297.  In  Benyon  v.  Chdden, 
W.  N.  77,  p.  257,  a  motion  was  made  for  production  of  certain 
documents  which  had  been  put  in  at  the  trial  (see  further 
post  as  to  production  for  the  purpose  of  a  new  trial) :  it  was 
said  that  the  proper  course  was  to  give  notice  to  produce,  to 
apply  for  copies,  and  if  the  party  refused,  to  apply  on  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal.  All  the  parties  to  the  appeal  must  be 
served  with  notice  of  any  application  for  discovery :  ibid. 
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But  a  bill  of  disooyery  oould  not  be  filed  in  aid  of  an  appeal 
to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  at  all  events 
without  some  order  or  intimation  from  that  court  to  the  effect 
that  they  desired  to  have  fresh  evidence  :  Wood  v.  Hitchinsy 
3  Beav.  504,  pp.  510 — 511 :  and  see  Re  National  Funds 
Assurance  Co,  antey  p.  297. 

After  verdict  at  law  with  proper  and  apt  charges  a  bill 
might  have  been  filed  in  chancery  to  compel  production  of 
documents  for  the  purpose  of  a  new  trial :  but  a  bill  stating 
only  that  a  verdict  passed  against  the  plaintiff  and  praying  a 
discovery  without  imputing  a  violation  of  duties  arising  from 
the  relation  between  the  parties  (as  landlord  and  tenant,  and 
refusal  to  produce  at  the  trial)  could  not  be  sustained :  Field 
V.  Beaumonty  1  Sw.  204,  p.  209,  referring  to  JFhitmore  v. 
Thomtony  3  Pri.  231,  p.  248.  Lord  Eldon  in  this  case 
refused  to  order  production  on  the  groimd  of  delay.  See  also 
Barbone  v.  Brenty  1  Vem.  176 :  and  Seicel  v.  FreestoHy  1 
Ch.  Ca.  65. 

See  as  to  production  of  documents  given  in  evidence  for 
the  purpose  of  moving  for  a  new  trial:  Pratt  v.  Goswelly 
9  C.  B.  N.  S.  706 :  Hewitt  v.  Pigotty  7  Bing.  400 :  1  Dowl. 
219  :  Wood  v.  Morewoody  2  Sc.  N.  E.  204 :  3  ibid.  197  :  and 
see  Benyon  v.  Chddeny  ante.  See  as  to  production  of  [exhibits 
ante.  Section  VII. 


IX.  As  to  the  Mode  of  making  Applications  relating  to  Discovery 
and  the  Persons  having  Jurisdiction  to  hear  them. 

All  applications  for  or  in  relation  to  discovery  or  enforcing 
discovery  or  inflicting  penalties  for  default  in  giving  discovery 
under  Ord.  XXXI.  (except  for  attachment  which  must  be 
made  by  motion)  should  be  made  by  summons :  if  made  by 
motion,  the  additional  costs  so  occasioned  will  be  ordered  to 
be  paid  by  the  applicant  unless  there  is  some  special  reason 
for  so  making  it :  see  for  instance  Hennessey  v.  Bohmanny  cited 
antCy  p.  581.    In  reference  to  a  motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of 
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prosecution  under  Ord.  XXXVI.  r.  12,  Jeseel,  M.  E.  observed 
that  the  rule  authorised  an  application  to  the  court  or  a  judge 
because  in  the  common  law  division  it  was  not  always  possible 
to  get  a  judge  in  chambers,  but  that  in  the  chancery  division 
it  was  best  generally  to  make  the  application  in  diambers 
although  it  was  not  obligatory :  Freason  v.  Loej  26  W.  R.  138. 
See  also  Ord.  LY.  as  to  the  business  in  chambers  in  the 
chancery  division. 

Note  the  omission  of  "therein"  after  "pendency"  in 
the  present  rule  (see  App.  Ch.  11.) :  see  Danvillier  v.  MyerBy 
post 

A  master  in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  and  registrar  in 
the  Probate,  Divorce  and  Admiralty  Division,  has  jurisdiction 
to  make  orders  for  and  in  relation  to  discovery  and  for  en- 
forcing discovery  and  for  inflicting  penalties  for  default  in 
giving  discovery  under  Ord.  XXXI. 

A  master  or  registrar  has  no  power  to  order  inspection  of 
property  under  Ord.  L.  r.  3 :  see  Ord.  LIV.  r.  12. 

A  district  registrar  has  the  same  jurisdiction  as  a  master : 
see  Ord.  XXXV.  r.  6 :  see  for  instance  Gibson  v.  Syhes^  28 
S.  J.  533,  referred  to  antCy  p.  590.  See  as  to  a  district  pro- 
thonotary  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  at  Lancaster  before 
the  Jud.  Act,  Coster  v.  Blackburn^  L.  E.  8  Q.  B.  54. 

See  as  to  the  powers  of  a  chief  clerk  in  proceedings  before 
him  antCy  Ch.  IV. 

An  official  referee  has,  subject  to  any  order  to  be  made  by 
the  court  or  judge  ordering  the  same,  the  same  authority 
with  respect  to  discovery  and  production  of  documents  as  a 
judge  of  the  High  Court :  see  Ord.  XXX VT.  r.  50.  Under 
the  old  rules  he  had  no  such  power,  and  it  was  necessary 
therefore  to  apply  in  the  chambers  of  the  judge  to  whom 
(see  ante)  the  action  belonged :  Danvillier  v.  MyerSy  17  Ch.  D. 
346,  where  the  official  referee  to  whom  the  action  had  been 
referred  had  ultra  vires  made  an  order  for  an  inspection  of 
certain  documents :  and  see  Rotccliffe  v.  Leigh,  4  Ch.  D.  661, 
where  a  claim  carried  in  under  an  administration  decree  had 
been  referred,  and  Hall,  V.  C.  refused  to  decide  whether  the 
official  referee  had  power,  and  made  the  order  for  a  further 
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affidavit  himself.    Danvillier  v.  Mi/ers  was  ultimately  dis- 
missed for  default  in  giving  discovery :  see  ante,  p.  688. 


X.  As  to  Reading  the  Answer  against  other  Persons. 

The  answer  of  one  defendant  cannot*  be  read  as  an  ad- 
mission or  used  as  evidence  against  a  co-defendant :  Eedes. 
PL  223  :  and  see  ante^  pp.  53,  83,  discussing  the  question  of 
reading  the  answer  of  a  bankrupt  against  his  assignees,  and 
of  the  person  giving  discovery  on  behalf  of  a  corporate  body 
against  the  body :  and  Heatley  v.  Newton^  cited  ante^  p.  47. 
The  reason  why  it  cannot  be  used  in  evidence  against  a  co- 
defendant  is  because  he  has  no  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
to  it :  see  note  to  Wych  v.  Meal^  3  P.  W.  310  :  and  Morse  v. 
Boyalj  12  Ves.  p.  361  (trustee  and  cestui  que  trust). 

Where  a  defendant  admitted  a  document  but  referred  to  it 
for  greater  certainty  or  craved  leave  to  refer  to  it,  the  docu- 
ment must  be  produced  if  the  plaintiff  wished  to  read  it: 
Cox  V.  Allingham,  Jac.  p.  339 :  Lett  v.  Morris^  4  Sim.  p.  611. 

An  office  copy  of  interrogatories  left  at  the  office  of  the 
solicitor  of  the  interrogated  party  was  held  to  be  delivery  within 
section  12  of  the  Ch.  P.  Act,  personal  service  on  the  solicitor 
not  being  necessary :  Boicen  v.  Pricey  2  D.  Qt.  M.  &  G.  899. 

Qu.  whether  discovery  would  be  ordered  for  the  purpose  of 
interlocutory  applications,  as  for  instance  an  injunction :  see 
Cliff'  V.  Bully  17  W.  E.  1120 :  where  production  was  ordered 


*  It  was  said  in  Oibbaru  v.  Waterloo  Bridge  Go,  1  0.  P.  Coop.  385,  that  the 
oases  in  which  it  could  be  done  were  very  few  :  but  the  only  exceptions  were 
cases  such  as  Cross  y.  BcddingJUld,  12  Sim.  35,  where  the  admission  of  an 
obligor  was  used  against  his  co-obligor;  or  such  as  Anan,  I  P.  W.  301, 
where  a  defendant  referred  to  his  co-d^endant's  answer  and  in  effect  adopted 
it.  The  old  practice  of  hearing  the  suit  on  bill  and  aosweri  or  motion  for 
decree  need  not  be  here  considered. 
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for  the  purpose  of  aross-examining  a  plaintiff  on  his  affidavit, 
after  notice  to  produce  in  the  usual  form  had  been  given,  and 
he  had  refused  to  produce  certain  documents. 

The  effect  of  consenting  to  judgment  is  a  waiver  of  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  an  answer  to  interrogatories  previously 
delivered :  Bridgmoater  v.  Bridg&tvater^  22  S.  J.  662 ;  and  it 
was  so  held  at  common  law  before  the  Jud.  Act :  Hayne  v. 
Pratt^  L.  E.  6  C.  P.  105,  where  judgment  by  consent  had 
been  signed  in  an  action  of  detinue,  and  where  the  sheriff 
was  unable  to  discover  the  articles,  one  of  the  interrogatories 
asking  where  the  articles  were. 
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CHAPTER  X. 


ACTIONS  FOR  DISCOVERY. 


The  necessity  of  an  aotion  for  discovery  under  the  present 
procedure  must  be  of  rare  occurrence  (see  JRamsden  v.  Brearky, 
cited  ante  J  p.  1 0,  as  to  bills  of  discovery  under  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
0.  76,  8.  13).  There  are  only  three  reported  cases  since  the 
Jud.  Act. :  Orr  v.  Diaper^  4  Ch.  D.  92  (cited  anie^  p.  40), 
where  the  action  was  instituted  to  discover  the  names  of 
certain  persons  (consignees)  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an 
action  against  them:  Reiner  v.  SaUslury^  2  Ch.  D.  378, 
where  the  action  was  brought  in  aid  of  proceedings  to  recover 
land  in  India,  and  was  held  demurrable  on  the  ground  that 
the  proceedings  could  not  be  taken  in  England,  and  if  taken 
in  India,  the  courts  in  India  could  compel  discovery:  and 
Ainsworth  v.  Starkie,  W.  N.  76,  p.  8  (in  aid  of  an  arbitration 
as  to  which  see  ante^  p.  674).  See  also  Broicn  v.  WaleSy  a 
bill  of  discovery  against  overholding  tenants  to  discover  the 
parcels  and  boundaries  of  the  demised  property,  cited  ante, 
p.  279. 

Every  bill  was  in  reality  a  bill  of  discovery:  but  the 
species  of  bill  usually  distinguished  by  that  title  was  a  bill 
for  discovery  of  facts  resting  in  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  of  deeds  or  writings  or  other  things  in  his 
custody  or  power,  and  seeking  no  relief  in  consequence  of 
the  discovery  (or  at  all,  see  post),  though  it  might  pray  the 
stay  of  proceedings  at  law  till  the  discovery  should  be  made : 
Eedes.  PI.  63,  34 :  Coop.  Eq.  PI.  58 :  Madd.  Ch.  P.  267 : 
Unice  V.  Boupell,  32  Beav.  pp.  311—315.* 

A  biU  which  specifically  prayed  discovery  but  also  prayed  for  relief  (even 
general  relief :  Angell  y.  Westcombe,  6  Sim.  30 :  Allan  y.  Copeland^  8  Pri.  622 : 

*  See  ante^  p-  271,  as  to  the  distinction  between  the  cases  where  inspection 
or  a  disclosure  of  the  contents  of  a  document  is  sought  as  a  function  of  dis- 
ooveiy,  and  where  it  is  sought  by  way  of  relief. 

n.  R  R 
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diflapproying  Brandon  v.  Sands,  2  Yes.  Jan.  614,  contra :  or  that  the  defendant 
might  abide  sach  order  and  decree,  &c. :  Ambury  v.  Jones^  1  Y.  199  :  Jamn 
V.  JferrioUf  6  Sim.  428  :  but  not  where  the  word  '*  order  "  was  used,  for  that 
meant  sach  an  order  as  was  consistent  with  the  general  scope  of  the  bill  as  a 
bill  of  discovery :  Baker  t.  Bramah,  7  Sim.  17 :  and  see  S.  E,  R.  Co.  v.  Sub- 
marine Telegraph  Co,  18  Beav.  429  :  nor  an  injunction  to  stay  the  proceedings 
in  aid  of  which  the  discovery  was  required :  AUan  v.  CopeUind,  and  see  post, 
p.  617 :  nor  for  deposit  of  documents  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  in  court  for 
the  purpose  of  inspection :  Crow  v.  Tyrell,  2  Madd.  p.  408 :  but  otherwise 
where  delivery  was  prayed :  Aston  v.  Exeier,  6  Ves.  p.  290 :  nor  for  a  com- 
mission to  examine  witnesses :  Mills  v.  Campbell,  2  Y.  &  C.  389 :  Allan  v. 
Copeland :  Angell  v.  Angell,  1  S.  &  S.  83 :  Stewart  v.  Nugent,  1  Keen,  201 : 
Noble  V.  Garland,  19  Yes.  376 :  nor  to  perpetuate  testimony ;  see  Dan.  Gh. 
Pr.  469,  citing  Jiose  v.  Gannel,  3  Atk.  439  :  Mall  v.  Hoddcsdon,  2  P.  W.  162  : 
Vaughan  v.  Fitzgerald,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  316 :  see  also  Ellice  v.  Jtoupell,  32  Beav. 
pp.  311 — 317)  could  not  be  a  bill  of  discovery:  Ambury  y,  Jones :  Eoser.  Gannel, 
ante^  and  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  316  ;  Angell  v.  Westcombe.  Where  therefore  a  bill 
which  was  clearly  intended  to  be  a  bill  of  discovery  only,  prayed  relief 
of  any  kind,  it  was  demurrable :  Ambury  v.  Jones :  but  liberty  would  be 
given  to  amend  by  striking  out  a  prayer  for  general  relief :  Angell  v.  Tfest- 
combe.  In  every  case  it  ought  to  appear  whether  the  bill  was  for  relief  or 
discovery  only,  for  if  that  was  left  in  doubt  the  defendant  might  put  in  an 
answer,  and  then  the  plaintiff  might  amend  his  bill  by  praying  specific  relief : 
Angell  v.  Westcombe  (and  see  old  rule,  Ord.  XIX.  r.  8,  **if  the  plaintiff's 
claim  be  for  discovery  only  the  statement  of  claim  shall  show  it  •.  but  the 
present  rule,  Ord.  XX.  r.  6,  does  not  contain  this  provision).  In  a  suit  for 
relief  discovery  could  not  be  obtained  independently  of  the  relief :  the  dis- 
covery could  only  be  in  aid  of  the  proof  of  his  claim  in  the  suit :  if  he  showed 
no  title  to  raise  that  claim,  it  followed  that  he  had  no  title  to  the  discovexy : 
see  for  instance  ante,  p.  55,  and  Wood  v.  Hitchens,  3  Beav.  504,  p.  509,  and 
Desborough  v.  Curlewis,  3  Y.  &  C.  175  :  in  early  tbnes  it  was  otherwise:  a 
plaintiff  though  his  tide  to  relief  failed  would  sometimes  be  allowed  to  have 
discovery,  the  bill  being  then  considered  as  in  effect  a  bill  for  discovery 
merely :  Redes.  PI.  HI,  184  :  Bearaes  Eq.  PI.  250. 

The  court  would  not  allow  a  bill  of  disooveiy  to  be  turned  into  a  bill  for 
relief:  Butterworth  v.  Bailey,  15  Yes.  358  (Lord  Eldon  there  giving  reasons): 
Jackson  v.  Strong,  M'Clell.  245 :  13  Pri.  494  :  whether  before  or  after  answer : 
Parker  v.  Ford,  1  Coll.  506 :  though  in  some  cases  it  seems  to  have  been  done, 
but  qu.  whether  not  by  consent:  Hildyard  v.  Creasy,  3  Atk.  303 :  Crow  v. 
Tyrrell,  %  Madd.  397  :  Louisada  v.  Tempter,  2  Russ.  561  (the  defendant  to  be 
at  liberty  to  put  in  a  fresh  answer  as  if  no  answer  had  been  put  in  to  the 
discovery^  :  Severn  v.  Fletcher,  5  Sim.  457  (before  answer  to  a  cross  bill  of 
discovery  and  after  hearing  of  the  original  biU) :  and  see  Redes.  PI.  201, 
where  the  practice  seems  to  have  been  considered  legitimate :  nor  after 
answer  to  amend  by  striking  out  the  prayer  for  relief:  Cholmondeley  v.  Clifton, 
2Y.  &B.  113:  2Mer.  71. 


A  bill  of  discovery  must  have  stated  matters  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  conditions  on  which  a  court  of  equity  would 
entertain  a  bill  of  discovery :  these  conditions  are  discussed 
on  the  following  pages.  (See  Ingilby  v.  ShaftOy  33  Beav.  31, 
and  the  cases  of  Orr  v.  Diaper^  4  Ch.  D.  92,  and  JReitwr  v. 
Salisbury y  2  Ch.  D.  378,  since  the  Jud.  Act,  for  the  form  of 
an  action  for  discovery.)  Where  the  bill  was  filed  by  a 
defendant  it  would  pray  the  stay  of  the  proceedings  in 
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question.  It  was  not  brought  to  a  hearing :  on  a  full  answer 
being  given  no  further  proceedings  could  be  taken  thereon  : 
Bedes.  Fl.  16 ;  and  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  an  order 
for  payment  of  his  taxed  costs.  Nor  could  it  be  dismissed 
for  want  of  prosecution,  but  the  defendant  should  apply  for 
payment  of  his  costs :  Woodcock  v.  King^  1  Atk.  286 : 
8,  E,  B,  Co.  V.  Submarine  Telegraph  Co.  18  Beav.  429. 
Where  production  of  documents  W8is  required,  they  were 
ordered  to  be  deposited  in  court  with  liberty  to  use  them  in 
evidence  at  the  trial.  (See  Aston  v.  Exeter  and  Mylton  v. 
Morgan^  6  Yes.  288,  293,  where  Lord  Eldon  distinguishes 
between  ordering  production  at  the  trial  of  an  action  at  law 
on  a  bill  for  discovery,  and  one  for  relief.)  They  could  not 
be  produced  apart  from  the  answer,  being  in  fact  a  part  of  it : 
see  Broicn  v.  Thornton^  1  M.  &  0.  p.  248 :  and  it  was  only  on 
that  footing  that  they  could  be  used :  no  order  for  their  pro- 
duction at  the  trial  would  therefore  be  made,  for  otherwise 
the  party  would  have  the  power  of  using  them  apart  from  the 
answer :  ibid. :  ante,  p.  602 :  and  see  observations  of  Lord 
Eldon  in  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Livetyooly  ante,  p.  248,  as  to 
the  difference  in  this  respect  between  ordering  production  at 
common  law  and  getting  production  by  bill  of  discovery. 
See  also  ante,  p.  601,  as  to  reading  the  whole  of  an  answer  to 
a  bill  of  discovery,  and  the  bill  itself. 

A  bill  of  discovery  must  be  filed  in  aid  of  some  pro- 
ceedings either  pending  or  intended,  and  there  must  be 
allegations  to  that  effect :  a  court  of  equity  did  not  compel 
discovery  for  the  mere  gratification  of  curiosity :  CardaU  v. 
Watkins,  5  Madd.  18.  In  a  bill  for  discovery  it  was  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiff  to  show  by  his  bill  a  case  in  which  a 
court  of  equity  would  assume  a  jurisdiction  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  compelling  a  discovery.  This  jurisdiction  was 
exercised  to  assist  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  pro- 
secution or  defence  of  some  other  suit  either  in  the  court 
itself  or  in  some  other  court :  Redes.  PI.  186.  The  discovery 
must  be  material  to  some  suit  instituted  or  capable  of  being 
instituted  :  Redes.  PI.  191,  192  :  and  see  Seiner  v.  Salisbury, 
2  Ch.  D.  378,  where  an  action  for  discovery  was  successfully 
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demurred  to  on  the  grouiid  that  the  suit  in  question  would 
not  lie  in  England :  see  also  Ellice  v.  Roupell^  32  Beav. 
pp.  311—315. 

A  party  might  file  a  bill  of  discovery  before  he  commenced 
his  action,  where  he  required  discovery  in  order  to  ascertain 
what  form  of  action  to  bring :  Bent  v.  Young^  9  Sim.  p.  184  : 
and  see  Angell  v.  Angell,  1  S.  &  S.  83 :  or  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  proper  person  agednst  whom  to  bring  the  action : 
Moodakiy  v.  Morton,  1  B.  0.  C.  468  :  2  Dick.  662  (against  a 
company  and  a  secretary  to  ascertain  whether  the  persons 
who  had  done  the  act  complained  of  were  acting  by  the 
company's  authority) :  Angell  v.  Angell ,  1  S.  &  S.  83 : 
Mendes  v.  Barnard^  1  Dick.  65  :  Orr  v.  Diaper,  4  Ch.  D.  92, 
cit^d  ante,  p.  40  :  and  see  ante,  p.  330,  as  to  bills  of  discovery 
to  discover  the  names  of  printers,  publishers  or  proprietors  of 
newspapers  under  6  &  7  WiU.  4,  c.  76,  s.  19,  and  in  par- 
ticular Dixon  V.  Enoch,  L.  E.  13  Eq.  pp.  399 — 400,  there 
cited :  see  also  Mayor  of  London  v.  Levy,  cited  ^o«/,  p.  614. 

It  seems  that  a  party  against  whom  no  proceedings  had 
commenced  but  who  had  been  threatened  with  proceedings 
could  file  a  bill  of  discovery  :  see  Darthee  v.  Lee,  2  Y.  &  C. 
pp.  13 — 14:  Wilniot  v.  Maccabe,  4  Sim.  263:  and  Eedes. 
PI.  192. 

A  defendant  to  an  action  at  law  might  join  as  co-plaintiff 
with  himself  in  a  bill  of  discovery  a  person  who  had  an  equal 
interest  with  him  though  not  a  defendant  to  the  action,  for 
instance  a  partner :  Darthee  v.  Lee,  ante. 

A  bill  of  discovery  might  be  brought  against  an  executor 
for  discovery  of  personal  estate  before  will  proved  or  pendente 
lite  in  the  spiritual  court:  Dulicich  Coll,  v.  Johnson,  2yem.  48. 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  a  bUl  showed  only  the  probability 
of  a  future  title  upon  an  event  which  might  never  happen  he 
had  no  right  to  institute  any  suit  concerning  it :  and  a  de- 
murrer would  hold  to  any  kind  of  bill  on  that  ground  which 
would  extend  to  any  discovery  as  well  as  to  relief:  for  instance 
an  heir  at  law  could  not  duriDg  his  ancestor's  life  maintain 
a  bill  for  discovery  of  facts  or  deeds  material  to  the  ancestor's 
estate :  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1490. 
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If  the  plaintiff  showed  a  complete  title,  though  a  litigated 
one,  or  one  that  might  be  litigated  (as  that  of  an  adminis- 
trator, citing  Wright  v.  Bliick,  1  Yem.  106,  bill  by  adminis- 
trator to  discover  personal  estate,  a  plea  that  plaintiff  had 
wrongly  obtained  administration  being  overruled)  a  demurrer 
would  not  of  necessity  hold  to  discovery :  see  Eedes.  PL  157. 

It  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  support  a  bill  of  discovery 
that  the  plaintiff  was  destitute  of  other  proof  of  his  case:  his 
right  to  have  discovery  by  bill  for  that  purpose  was  on  a  par 
with  his  right  to  have  discovery  in  a  suit  for  relief  in  equity : 
see  anfcy  pp.  1 — 2. 

The  courts  in  aid  of  proceedings  in  which  a  bill  of  discovery 
would  be  entertained  by  a  court  of  equity. 

A  biU  of  discoYery  would  be  entertained  in  aid  of  the  prosecution  of  or 
defence  to  any  civil  [see  anUj  p.  3)  proceedings  in  any  court  of  not  inferior 
dignity  and  not  having  itself  power  to  compel  a  discovery :  see  Redes.  PI. 
186 :  Derb^  v.  Atholy  1  Ves.  p.  206  ;  Bent  v.  Toun^y  9  Sim.  p.  191 ;  and  other 
cases  post. 

In  early  times  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  not  interfere  to  grant  dis- 
covery where  the  court  in  which  were  the  proceedings  in  question  could  itself 
compel  a  discovery :  Kedes.  PI.  186 :  and  see  the  coses  post.  But  after  the 
passing  of  the  C.  Xj.  P.  Acts  conferring  on  the  common  law  courts  powers  of 
discovery,  see  ants^  p.  5,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  still  entertain  bills  of 
discovery  in  aid  of  actions  in  those  courts :  see  for  instance  Ingiiby  v.  Shafto^ 
33  Beav.  31 :  see  also  Fuller  v.  Ingram  and  Peaeocke  v.  Loice,  ante^  p.  661. 

A  bill  of  discovery  would  not  be  entertained  in  aid  of  proceedings  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  for  that  court  could  itself  compel  discovery:  Anon, 
2  Ves.  451  :  Dunn  v.  Coates^  1  Atk.  288:  Bedes.  PL  186:  Derby  v.  Atholy 
1  Ves.  p.  205.     But  see  as  to  the  Probate  Court,  Fuller  v.  Ingram^  ante,  p.  661. 

A  biU  of  discovery  would  be  entertained  in  aid  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
king  in  council,  for  discovery  could  not  be  entertained  there,  nor  was  it  below 
the  being  aided  by  the  Court  in  Chancery :  Derby  v.  Athol,  p.  205.  See  as 
to  a  bill  of  discovery  for  the  purpose  of  an  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  Wood 
V.  HitchinSy  cited  antey  p.  605. 

An  action  for  discovery  would  not  be  entertained  in  aid  of  a  suit  in  India, 
for  the  courts  there  are  armed  with  legal  and  equitable  jurisdiction  with 
regard  to  discovery :  Reiner  v.  Salisbury y  2  Ch.  D.  p.  386. 

But  that  the  court  in  aid  of  which  the  bill  was  filed  had  power  to  order 
production  of  documents  was  no  reason  for  refusing  discovery :  for  no  dis- 
covery could  bo  had  under  such  a  power,  for  instance  of  documents  which 
had  been  in  the  party's  possession,  and  which  he  had  destroyed,  and  of  their 
contents  :  Morris  v.  Korfolk,  9  Sim.  472. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  would  not  entertain  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  an 
inferior  court  • :  Derby  v.  Atholy  1  Ves.  p.  205 :  therefore,  sembley  not  in  aid 
of  the  proMCCution  of  or  defence  to  proceedings  in  a  foreign  court,  for  every 
foreign  court  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  an  inferior 
court :  Dent  v.  Young y  9  Sim.  180,  pp..  191,  192 :  commenting  on  Crowe  t.  Del 


*  It  would  assist  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  Court  of  Equity :  Redes.  PI. 
96 :  Beames,  Eq.  PI.  66 :  also  the  judgment  of  an  Ecclesiastical  Court  giving 
civil  rights:  ibid,:  Redes.  PI.  127. 
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Bio  dted  in  Bedes.  PI.  63, 186 :  and  also  in  this  partioular  case  on  tiie  ground 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  discovery  could  not  be  obtained  in  the  foreign 
court. 

A  biU  of  diaoovery  would  lie  in  aid  of  an  issue  to  try  a  disputed  right  under 
the  Tithe  Ck)mmutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  o.  71 :  Morris  t.  Norfolk^  ante. 

See  as  to  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  an  arbitration,  ante,  p.  574. 

See  an  instance  of  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  the  Lord  Mayor*s  Court, 
Mai/or  of  London  v.  Bjffleldy  1  Ch.  Ga.  203.  But  see  as  to  disoovexy  in  that 
cou^,  post,  p.  623. 

Where  a  court  had  directed  an  issue  a  bill  of  discovery  could  only  be  filed 
by  the  leave  of  that  court :  see  Hare,  p.  124  :  Ctpoke  v.  Marshy  18  Yes.  209 : 
Morris  v.  Norfolky  p.  482. 

As  to  the  persons  against  whom  a  bill  of  disoovery  may  be 
filed. 

Where  the  proceedings  in  aid  of  which  discovery  is  required  are  already 
commenced  a  bill  of  discovery  can  only  be  filed  against  a  party  to  those  pro- 
ceedings :  see  antey  p.  40  n. 

Where  the  proceedings  are  not  yet  commenced,  a  bill  of  discovery  can 
generally  only  be  filed  against  a  person  whom  it  is  intended  to  make  a  party 
to  those  proceedings :  but  there  are  exceptional  cases  in  which  a  person  may 
be  made  defendant  to  a  bill  of  discovery  who  will  not  necessarily  be  a  party 
to  the  proceedings :  see  Orr  v.  Diaper  and  other  cases  antCy  p.  40,  n.  612. 
The  language  in  which  Lord  Eldon  in  Mayor  of  London  v.  Levy^  8  Yes.  p.  404, 
states  the  rule  requires  perhaps  some  little  qualification.  *'  That  where  the 
bill  avers  that  an  action  is  brought  or  where  the  necessary  effect  in  law  of 
the  case  stated  by  the  bill  appears  to  be  that  the  plaintin  has  a  right  to 
bring  an  action  he  has  a  right  to  a  discovery  to  aid  that  action  so  alleged  to 
be  brought  or  which  he  appears  to  have  a  right  and  an  intention  to  bring 
cannot  be  disputed.  But  it  has  never  been  nor  can  it  be  laid  down  that  you 
can  file  a  bill  not  venturing  to  state  who  are  the  persons  against  whom  the 
action  is  to  be  brought :  nor  stating  such  circumstances  as  may  enable  the 
court  which  must  be  taken  to  know  the  law  and  therefore  the  liabilities  of 
the  defendants  to  judg^,  but  stating  circumstances :  and  averring  that  you 
have  a  right  to  an  action  against  the  defendants  or  some  of  them.  That  of 
necessity  admits  that  some  of  the  defendants  may  be  only  witnesses ;  and 
against  them  there  is  no  right  to  file  such  a  bill.'*  So  at  p.  402 :  '*  unle&i 
the  act  as  to  which  you  want  the  discovery  was  done  by  that  person,  he  may 
be  a  witness  at  the  trial,  but  cannot  be  a  defendant  to  a  biU  of  disoovery :  ' 
and  at  p.  404 :  '*  you  have  no  right  to  a  discovery  except  against  the  person 
against  whom  you  aver  that  you  mean  to  bring  the  action.'" 

The  objections*  which  could  be  raised  by  a  defendant  to  a 
bill  of  discovery  fall  under  two  distinct  heads :  (a)  that  the 


*  The  following  are  the  grounds  of  demnrrer  to  disoovery  alone  (whether 
in  a  biU  for  discovery  or  for  relief)  as  stated  by  Lord  Bedesdale  in  Bedes. 
PI.  185 : — (1)  that  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is  not  such  in  which  a  court  of 
equity  assumes  a  jurisdiction  to  compel  a  disoovery:  ^2)  that  the  plalntifE 
has  no  interest  in  the  subject,  or  no  interest  which  entitles  him  to  call  on  the 
defendant  for  a  discovery :  (3)  that  the  defendant  has  no  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  institute  a  suit  against  him  even  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discovery :  (4)  although  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  may  have  an 
interest  in  the  subject  yet  that  there  is  not  that  privity  of  title  between  them 
which  gfives  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  the  discovery  required  by  his  bill: 
(5)  that  the  discovery  if  obtaineicl  cannot  be  material:    (6)  that  the  situation 
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particular  discovery  which  was  required  was  objectionable, 
(b)  that  there  was  no  right  to  require  any  discovery  at  all. 
The  objections  which  can  be  raised  to  the  particular  (Jiscovery 
required  are  the  same  as  in  the  case  where  the  disfK)very  is 
sought  in  the  same  cause  or  matter  as  the  relief.  The  objec- 
tions to  the  right  to  require  any  discovery  at  all  may  be 
classed  as  follows : — 

(1)  That  the  court  in  aid  of  the  proceedings  in  which  the 
discovery  is  sought  is  not  a  court  which  a  court  of  equity 
would  assist : 

(2)  That  the  person  from  whom  the  discovery  is  sought 
is  not  or  will  not  be  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  aid  of 
which  the  discovery  is  sought,  or,  where  the  proceedings 
are  not  yet  commenced,  is  not  within  the  exceptions  to  this 
rule : 

(3)  That  the  party  seeking  discovery  is  under  some  per- 
sonal disability : 


of  the  defendant  renders  it  improper  for  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  a  dis- 
covery. To  these  must  be  added«two  of  the  grounds  of  demurrev  to  relief  as 
being  applicable  also  to  discovery,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  sue  by 
reason  of  some  personal  disability  (ibid,  110,  153 — 154),  multifariousness, 
that  is,  discovery  of  several  distinct  matters  against  several  distinct  de- 
fendants (ibid.  110,  200).  The  above  grounds  1.  2.  3.  (and  4 :  ibid.  234)  and 
6  were  also  raisable  in  a  proper  case  by  plea :  ibid.  282 :  so  also .  the  above 
grounds  of  personal  disability :  ibid.  226 — 230 :  and  multifariousness :  ibid. 
221. 

The  sixth  ground  of  demurrer  and  plea,  including,  see  Redes.  PI.  194 — 200, 
and  284 — 288,  such  g^unds  as  discovery  exposing  to  penalties  or  punish- 
ments, involving  a  breach  of  professional  confidence,  from  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  are  srounds  referable  to  the  particular  discovery  re- 
quired :  so  also  the  fifth  and  fourth  grounds  of  demurrer :  see  this  statement 
of  the  fourth  grround  commented  on  antef  p.  445. 

In  Cooper,  Eq.  PI.  p.  189,  twelve  grounds  of  demurrer  to  discovery  are 
stated  :  (1)  that  the  subject  is  not  cogpiizable  in  any  municipal  court  of  jus- 
tice :  (2)  that  the  court  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  obtain  a  discovery  for  the 
particular  court  for  which  it  is  wanted :  (3)  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  the  discovery  by  reason  of  some  personal  disability :  (4)  that  the  plaintiff 
has  no  title  to  the  character  in  whicn  he  sues :  (5)  that  the  value  of  the  suit 
is  beneath  the  dignity  of  the  court :  (6)  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  interest  in 
the  subject-matter,  or  title  to  the  discoverv  required,  or  that  an  action  will 
not  lie  for  which  it  is  wanted  :  (7)  that  the  defendant  is  not  answerable  to 
the  plaintiff,  but  that  some  other  person  has  a  right  to  caU  for  the  discovery: 
(8)  that  the  policy  of  the  law  in  regard  to  the  relation  in  which  the  defendant 
stands  exempte  the  defendant  from  being  caUed  on  for  the  discovery:  (9)  that 
the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  show  his  title :  (10)  that  the  discovery  if  ob- 
tained dees  not  api>ear  to  be  material:  (11)  that  the  defendant  is  a  mere  wit- 
ness :  (12)  that  the  defendant  cannot  be  caUed  on  to  criminate  himself. 
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(4)  That  the  party  seeking  discovery  has  not  that  character 
or  interest  which  he  alleges  himself  to  have : 

(5)  That  the  proceedings  or  the  defence  thereto  in  aid  of 
which  the  discovery  is  sought  are  or  is  not  maintainable : 

(6)  Multifariousness. 

Afl  to  (1)  see  anie^  p.  613. 
As  to  (2)  see  atitey  p.  614. 

(3) 

The  defendant  may  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  disentitled  to  sue  hj  reason 
of  some  personal  disability,  as  an  infant,  married  woman,  idiot,  lunatic  (alien 
enemy :  Daubigny  v.  Davalion^  2  Anstr.  462,  p.  467>  where  it  was  held  that  he 
was  equally  incapable  of  filing  a  bill  for  dificovery  as  for  relief :  but  not 
where  he  was  sued  at  law  and  tlie  bill  was  in  aid  of  his  defence :  Albrecht  y. 
SusamanHy  2  V.  &  B.  323),  &c. :  see  Bedes.  PI.  153  (demurrer) :  and  Redes. 
PI.  226  (plea). 

A  reason  is  that  the  defendant  to  a  bill  for  discoyery  being  always  entitled 
to  costs  after  a  full  answer  would  be  materially  injured  by  being  compelled 
to  answer  a  bill  exhibited  by  persons  whose  property  is  not  in  their  own 
disposal,  and  who  are  therefore  incapable  of  paying  the  costs:  Redes.  PI.  153. 

(4) 

The  defendant  may  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  the  interest  or  character 
which  he  alleges  himself  to  have :  Mendizabel  y.  Jfachado,  1  Sim.  68,  p.  78 : 
Gait  y.  Osbaldiston^  1  Buss.  158,  reyersins-  ibid.  5  Madd.  428 :  Redes.  PI. 
230 — 231,  283 :  otherwise  a  person  would  be  at  the  mercy  of  anyone  who 
choose  to  file  a  bill  of  discoyery  against  him  on  a  false  allegation  :  see  ibid. 

If  a  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  as  heir  or  administrator  for  discoyery  from  a 
person  in  possession  of  property  belonging  to  the  deceased,  or  of  his  title 
thereto,  or  of  the  particulars  of  which  it  consisted,  the  defendant  might 
plead  that  another  person  was  heir  or  personal  representative,  or  that  the 
alleged  deceased  was  liying :  Redes.  PI.  283. 

(5) 

Where  the  action  at  law  (or  the  defence  to  it :  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  {  1493  a  : 
Macaulay  y.  Shalcllj  1  Bl.  pp.  114,  120)  was  clearly  not  maintainable,  a 
demurrer,  or  in  a  proper  case  a  plea,  would  hold :  see  Redes.  PI.  187 : 
NorihUigh  y.  Lmccmbey  Ambl.  612:  Eondeau  \.  Wyatt,  3  B.  C.  C.  163,  and 
Debigge  y.  Houe  there  cited:  Mamere  y.  SatclinSj  and  JS'ewman  v.  Solder, 
Finch,  36,  44  (bills  for  discoyery  of  a  will  and  probate  stating  no  title  in  the 
phiintiff) :  Wallia  v.  rortlandy  3  Ves.  494,  p.  500:  Knisitigton  v.  ManseU,  13 
Ves.  240:  Crete  y.  Tt/rrell,  2  Madd.  p.  408:  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1493  a.  If 
however  there  was  any  question  whether  or  not  the  action  at  law  was 
maintainable  the  courts  of  equity  were  disinclined  to  take  it  on  themselves 
to  decide  the  legal  point :  what  might  therefore  be  a  good  legal  bar  to  the 
action  was  not  necessarily  a  gocd  bar  to  the  bill  of  discovery :  where  the 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  bar  at  law  was  at  all  an  open  one,  the 
discovery  would  be  enforced :  see  Jlindman  v.  TayloVy  2  B.  C.  C.  7  :  Jtctideau 
y.  TFyatt,  3  B.  C.  C.  153:  Thotnas  \.  Tyler,  3  Y.  &  C.  255:  Robertson  y. 
Lubbocky  4  Sim.  161:  Ltigh  y.  Ldgh,  1  Sim.  p.  367:  Scott  v.  Brcaduood,  2 
CoU.  447,  p.  456  :  Beames,  Eq.  PL  276—277 :  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1493a:  and 
see  as  to  the  validity  of  a  demurrer  or  plea  founded  on  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  Dean  of  Westminster  y.  Cross,  Bunb.  60:  Baillie  v.  Siibuld,  16 
Ves,  186  (ar^.>:  Jcrney  y.  Besty  1  Sim.  373:  Maegregor  v.  £.  I.  Co.  2  Sim. 
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452  (allowing  it  if  pleaded  to  the  declaration  at  law) :  Croio  y.  Tyrrell^  2 
Madd.  p.  408  (where  it  would  have  been  allowed  if  the  plea  had  been  in 
proper  form) :  Scott  v.  Broadxcaod  (allowing  it).  However  in  Smith  v.  Fox^ 
6  Ha.  386,  p.  391,  Wigram,  V.  C.  laid  it  down  in  express  terms  that  a  court 
of  equity  would  in  such  a  case  determine  for  itself  the  legal  question. 
'*WhateTer  question  might  at  one  time  have  existed  upon  the  point  it  is  now 
dear  that  the  defence  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  a  bar  to  the  suit 
may  be  raised  by  demurrer.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  is  so  where  relief 
is  sought  in  equity :  and  I  apprehend  that  it  is  the  same  where  discovery 
only  is  sought  in  aid  of  reliei  at  law.  It  is  immaterial  with  a  view  to  this 
question  whether  the  relief  be  in  equity  or  at  law ;  the  point  to  be  determined 
on  the  demurrer  in  both  cases  is  simply  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an 
answer  or  not.  So  also,  whatever  question  there  might  be  one  time  have 
been  upon  the  reasoning  of  Lord  Thurlow  in  Hindman  v.  Taylor  as  to  the 
point  raised  as  to  the  d^ence  in  equity  being  the  very  point  to  be  tried  by 
the  action  it  is  now  settled  that  a  party  applying  to  this  court  for  discovery 
in  aid  of  an  action  in  which  the  defendant  may  by  plea  or  demurrer  show 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  may  raise  the  defence  by  plea  or 
demurrer  in  equity.  The  justice  of  the  case  requires  that  the  defence  to  the 
discovery  should  be  open  to  the  defendant  in  equity."  See  also  Mr.  Hare's 
note  to  this  case  commenting  on  Eindman  y.  Taylor :  and  Reiner  v.  Saliibury^ 
2  Ch.  D.  p.  884. 

Where  the  question  whether  or  not  the  action  or  the  defence  to  it  was 
maintainable  depended  on  an  issue  of  fact  in  aid  of  which  the  discovciy  was 
sought,  the  court  of  equity  would  not  decide  that  issue ;  for  if  it  did,  it 
would  reduce  the  plaintiff  to  the  necessity  of  proving  in  that  court  without 
a  discoveiy  that  he  had  a  right  to  support  the  action  or  the  defence  to  it : 
see  Robertson  v.  Zubboek,  4  Sim.  161 :  and  see  ante,  p.  19,  as  to  an  action  for 
relief. 

(6) 

It  should  seem  that  a  demurrer  would  hold  to  a  bill  for  discovery  of 
several  distinct  matters  against  several  distinct  defendants.  For  though  a 
defendant  is  always  eventually  paid  his  costs  upon  a  bill  of  discovery  if  both 
parties  live,  and  the  plaintiff  by  amendment  of  his  bill  does  not  extend  it  to 
pray  relief,  yet  the  court  ought  not  to  permit  the  defendant  to  be  put  to  any 
unnecessary  expense,  as  either  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  may  die  pending  the 
suit:  Bedes.  Fl.  201. 

Want  of  parties  was  no  objection  to  a  bill  of  discovery : 
Eedes.  PI.  200,  281 :  and  see  Darthee  v.  Lce^  anfe,  p.  612 : 
and  Cholmondeley  v.  Clifton^  2  Mer.  p.  74,  where  an  appli- 
cation to  amend  by  adding  plaintiffs  was  refused. 

As  to  injunctions  staying  the  prosecution  of  the  action  in 
aid  of  the  defence  to  which  the  discovery  is  required. 

Up  to  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  58,  the  practice  was  to  issue  an  injunction  as 
a  matter  of  course  (called  the  common  injunction)  on  the  defendant  to  the 
bill  making  default  in  appearing  or  answering  within  the  proper  time,  the 
defendant  being  entitled  to  move  for  its  dissolution  on  putting  in  a  sufficient 
answer:  but  until  such  default  no  injunction  would  be  issued. 

By  this  act  this  practice  was  put  an  end  to :  and  the  court  would  grant 
an  injunction  at  any  time  (after  intenogatories  filed :  Chilton  v.  Campbell^ 
20  Bcav.  531 :  FuUei-  v.  Ivgratn^  6  Jur.  N.  S.  610  :  Lloyd  v.  AdamSj  4  K.  &  J. 
467  :  but  qu.  whether  this  was  necessary  ^here  the  defendant  had  not  ap- 
peared :  Fitzgerald  v.  Bult,  9  Ha.  App.  65)  on  an  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff 
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yeiifying  his  case  as  a  bond  fide  one  and  showing  that  the  discovery  might 
assist  him  in  wholly  or  partially  destroying  the  case  at  law  agpainst  him  and 
was  therefore  material  to  his  defence ;  and  if  such  a  primd  facie  case  was  so 
made  out,  the  court  would  issue  the  injunction  and  would  not  regard  the 
defendant's  affidavits  in  opposition :  Senior  v.  Fritchard,  16  Beav.  473,  p.  476 : 
Zovfll  V.  Galloway y  17  Beav.  1 :  19  Beav.  642:  Magnay  v.  Mines  Royal  Co, 
3  Drew.  130,  pp.  133  —134 :  Fox  v.  Smithy  2  D.  G.  &  J.  353 ;  MolUit  v.  Enequitt, 

25  Beav.  609  :  Sarria  v.  Colletty  26  Beav.  222  :  Garle  v.  Ftobinaon,  3  Jur.  N.  S. 
633 :  and  therefore  the  defendant  would  not  be  allowed  his  costs  of  filing 
affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  injunction,  the  ordinary  practice  being  to 
make  the  costs  of  the  application  costs  in  the  cause  and  therefore  payable  by 
the  plaintiff:  Lovell  v.  Galloway^  19  Beav.  612 :  and  see  j905^ 

On  putting  in  an  answer  which  had  been  found  to  be  or  had  by  lapse  of 
time  become  sufficient  (not  therefore  pending  a  motion  for  production  of 
doctmients  in  the  answer:  Storer  v.  Jac/iton,  12  Sim.  503)  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  have  the  injunction  dissolved  (originally  by  order  nisi  in  the  first 
instance  in  order  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  opportunity  of  excepting) :  Gibson 
V.  Chaytersy  8  Beav.  167 :  Stanley  v.  Bondy  b  Beav.  175 :  Molktt  v.  JSnequist^ 

26  Beav.  466  :  Magnay  v.  Mi*ies  Royal  Co.  -p.  133. 

Where  there  were  two  or  more  defendants,  the  injunction  would  not  as  a* 
rule  be  dissolved  until  all  had  answered  :  see  JFhite  v.  Steinwacksy  19  Ves.  83 : 
Joseph  V.  Doubledayy  1  V.  &  B.  497 :  Nanney  v.  Vaughany  8  Sim.  439 :  Naylor 
V.  Middletony  2  Mad.  131.  But  where  officers  of  a  company  wero  made  oo- 
defendants  with  the  company  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  the  injunction  was  dis- 
solved on  the  company's  answer  being  put  in,  though  the  officers  had  not 
answered:  Glascott  v.  Copper  Miners^  Co,  11  Sim.  314:  and  see  antCy  p.  76. 

The  costs  of  a  bill  of  discovery. 

The  costs  of  every  bill  of  discovery  were  originally  payable  by  the  plaintiff 
as  a  matter  of  course  (the  suggestion  in  Weymouth  v.  Foyer,  1  Yes.  jun. 
p.  423,  that  where  a  defendant  before  suit  improperly  refused  to  give  dis- 
covery, as  for  instance  accounts,  he  should  pay  the  costs  was  never  acted  on) : 
Redes.  PI.  201 :  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1411.  But  later  by  Consol.  Ord.  XL.  r.  14 
(varying  a  similar  order  of  1841 :  see  TFestJIeld  v.  Skipwithy  1  Ph.  277,  under 
this  order)  it  was  provided  that  the  costs  of  a  bill  of  discovery  filed  by  any 
defendant  to  a  bill  for  relief  (that  is  to  say  a  cross  bDl  in  aid  of  his  defence 
thereto :  Heming  v.  Dingtvally  2  Ph.  212)  should  be  costs  in  the  original  cause 
unless  the  court  should  otherwise  direct :  and  wherever  the  cross  bill  was 
bonH  fide,  the  costs  would  be  costs  in  the  original  cause,  though  it  did  not 
turn  out  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  avail  himself  of  the  whole  of  the  dis- 
covery :  Robinson  v.  Wally  10  Beav.  73  :  and  see  JFatts  v.  Fenny y  17  Sim.  45 ; 
11  Beav.  435. 

After  answer  (that  is  to  say  a  sufficient  answer  so  held  or  become  so  by 
lapse  of  time)  the  defendant  might  get  an  order  of  course  for  taxation  and 
payment  of  his  costs :  Redes.  PI.  201 :  Woodcock  v.  King,  1  Atk.  286 : 
Coventry  v.  Bentleyy  3  Mer.  677:  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1411:  unless  the  plaintiff 
should  gfet  an  order  to  amend  for  fuller  discovery:  Redes.  PI.  201.  Where 
an  order  had  been  obtained  for  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  the  order 
could  not  be  got  till  after  the  commission  had  returned :  Anon,  8  Yes.  69 : 
Ftmbury  v. ,  9  Ves.  103. 

The  costs  so  payable  by  the  plaintiff  Id  eluded  the  costs  of  all  applications 
as  of  motions  for  injunction  (but  see  Lovell  v.  Galloway y  ante),  for  commission 
to  examine  witnesses,  for  production  of  documents :  Noble  v.  Garlandy  1  Madd. 
344 :  but  not  necessarily  the  costs  of  successful  exceptions :  see  Siighes  Y. 
Clerky  6  Ha.  195 :   Thomas  v.  RawlinSy  27  Beav.  375. 

As  to  amending  actions  of  discovery  and  supplemental 
actions. 

A  supplemental  bill  of  discovery  wpuld  Ve  allowecl  II  required  for  the  pur- 
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Sose  of  doing  justice :  Tew  y.  Guppy^  1  iBf.  &  C.  pp.  607 — 508.    So  a  bill  of 
isooveiy  comd  be  amended:  see  Redes.  Fl.  201. 

The  penalties  or  remedies  for  default  in  giving  discovery 
in  the  case  of  actions  for  discovery. 

The  penalties  prescribed  by  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21  (see  ante,  Ch.  VII.)  for  default 
in  giving*  discovery  in  an  action  for  relief  are  attachment,  and  striking  out 
the  claim  or  defence  as  the  case  may 'be.  In  the  case  of  an  action  for  dis- 
covery, the  second  of  these  penalties  is  inapplicable.  But  qu.  whether  the 
old  chancery  practice  of  taking  the  bill  pro  confesso,  which  was  really 
analogous  to  the  present  practice  of  striking  out  the  defence,  might  not  be 
held  to  have  survived  for  this  purpose.  The  effect  of  an  order  to  take  a  bill 
of  discovery  pro  confesso  was  that  the  bill  might  be  taken  and  read  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity  as  evidence  of  the  same  facts  and  on  behalf  of  the 
same  parties  as  could  an  answer  admitting  the  contents  of  the  bill :  1  Will.  4, 
c.  36,  s.  15  :  Dan.  Gh.  Pr.  pp.  421, 1412.  If  this  be  so,  it  might  be  desirable 
to  state  in  the  claim  every  matter  and  fact  on  which  discovery  is  wanted  in 
order  by  this  practice  to  get  admissions  of  them.  But  it  is  obvious  that  in 
some  cases  this  remedy  would  be  insufficient,  and  that  the  process  of  attach- 
ment (or  sequestration,  see  anU^  p.  684)  would  have  to  be  resorted  to,  in  order 
to  compel  the  dlscoveiy. 
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CHAPTER  XI. 


DISCOVERY  IN  THE  COUNTY  COURTS  AND  IN  THE  LORD  MAYOR's 

COURT. 

I.  Discovery  in  the  County  Courts, 

The  practice  of  discovery  in  the  county  courts  is  regulated 
by  the  Consolidated  County  Court  Orders  and  Eules  of  1875, 
and  sections  50 — 54  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  (see  2^08t^ 
Appendix,  Chaper  II.),  which  were  extended  to  the  county 
courts  by  Order  in  Council  of  November,  1867;  and  although 
these  sections  have  now  been  repealed  by  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  49, 
they  are  by  sections  5  and  7  preserved  so  far  as  the  county 
courts  are  concerned. 

The  following  are  the  Eules  of  1875  dealing  with  dis- 
covery:— 

Obdeb  XIII. 

Kule  1.  Where  in  any  action  anj  party  desires  the  production  of  any  docu- 
ment or  documents  relating  to  the  matter  in  question  in  such  action,  he  diall 
make  an  affidavit  that  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  such  document  or  docu- 
ments is  or  are  in  the  possession  or  power  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  the 
registrar  shall,  upon  the  delivery  to  him  of  the  affidavit  and  a  copy  thereof, 
file  the  affidavit  and  make  an  order  (annexing  thereto  the  copy  of  the  affidavit], 
that  the  party  against  whom  such  application  is  made  shall  answer  on  affi- 
davit stating  what  docmnents  he  has  in  his  possession  or  power  relating  to 
the  matters  in  dispute,  or  what  he  knows  as  to  the  custody  they  or  any  of 
them  are  in,  and  whether  he  objects,  and  if  so,  on  what  grounds,  to  the  pro- 
duction of  such  of  the  documents  as  are  in  his  possession  or  power ;  and  tho 
time  within  which  the  opposite  party  shall  return  such  affidavit  to  the  court 
shall  be  stated  in  the  oider,  wmch  order  shall  be  served  by  tiie  bailiff  of  the 
court,  or  a  solicitor,  or  by  post. 

Rule  2.  The  party  against  whom  such  order  is  made  shall  answer  on 
affidavit  according  to  the  terms  of  the  order,  and  send  the  affidavit  and  a  copy 
thereof  to  the  registrar,  by  post  or  otherwise,  within  the  time  stated  in  uie 
order ;  and  the  registrar  shall,  immediately  upon  receiving  such  affidavit, 
file  the  same,  and  transmit  by  post,  or  otherwise,  to  the  party  making  the 
application  the  copy  of  the  affidavit. 

Rule  3.  Where  after  such  last-mentioned  affidavit  is  filed  the  party  making 
the  application  requires  a  further  order  thereon,  he  shall  apply  to  the  regis- 
trar for  such  further  order ;  and  if  there  be  no  matter  of  fact  or  law  in  dis- 
pute between  tho  parties,  the  registrar  shall  make  an  order  in  writing,  in 
accordance  with  the  facts  ;  but  if  there  shall  be  any  matter  of  fact  or  law  in 
dispute  between  the  parties,  the  registrar  shall  transmit  both  affidavits  to  the 
judge,  who  sha)!  direct  the  registrar  to  give  notice,  by  post  or  otherwise,  to 
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both  parties  of  a  time  and  plaoe  when  and  where  he  will  hear  the  application, 
and  make  snch  order  thereon  afi  shall  be  just. 

Rule  4.  An  order  for  the  production  of  any  deed  or  document  shall  state 
the  time  when  and  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  produced,  and  it 
may  further  order  that  the  same  may  be  deposited  with  the  registrar,  to  be 
produced  at  any  trial  or  hearing,  or  that  the  registrar  may  make  a  copy 
thereof  for  any  party. 

Rule  5.  Where  in  any  action  any  party  is  desirous  of  inspecting  any  written 
or  printed  document  or  instrument  which  he  is  entitled  to  inspect  relating  to 
the  matter  in  question  iu  such  action,  and  which  shall  be  in  the  possession  or 
power  or  under  the  control  of  the  other  party,  such  first^mentioned  party  may, 
tive  clear  days  before  the  day  of  hearing,  give  notice  to  the  other  party,  by  post 
or  otherwise,  that  he,  or  his  solicitor,  desires  to  inspect  any  such  document  or 
instrument,  describing  the  same,  at  any  place  to  be  appointed  by  the  other 
party ;  and  if  sneh  other  party  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  appoint  such  place, 
or  to  allow  such  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or  his  solicitor,  to  inspect  such  docu- 
ment or  instrument,  within  three  clear  days  after  receiving  such  notice,  the 
judge  may  in  his  discretion,  on  the  day  of  trial,  adjourn  the  action  and  make 
such  order  as  to  costs  as  he  shall  think  fit. 

Rule  6.  Where  a  party  desires  to  interrogate  any  party,  he  shall  apply  to 
the  registrar  for  leave  to  deliver  interrogatories,  and  upon  making  such 
application  he  shall  file  an  affidavit,  made  by  himself  only,  or  by  himself  and 
his  solicitor  or  agent,  if  any,  or,  by  leave  of  the  registrar,  by  his  solicitor  or 
agent  only,  stating  that  the  deponent  believes  that  the  party  proposing  to 
interrogate  will  derive  material  benefit  in  the  action  from  the  discovery  which 
he  seeks,  and  that  there  is  a  good  cause  of  action  or  defence  upon  the  merit-s. 
And  upon  such  application  the  registrar  shall  make  an  order,  according  to 
the  form  in  the  schedule,  that  the  applicant  may,  within  a  time  to  be  named 
in  such  order,  deliver  to  the  party  to  be  interrogated  interrogatories  in 
writing  upon  any  matter  as  to  which  the  applicant  seeks  discovery,  and  shall 
in  such  order  require  the  party  interrogated  to  answer  the  questions  in  writing 
by  affidavit,  and  file  such  answers  within  such  time,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
registrar,  as  shall  enable  the  party  making  the  application  to  use  the  answers 
so  returned  as  evidence  at  the  trial. 

Rule  7.  Where  a  party  served  with  the  order  shall  object  to  answer  the 
interrogatories,  he  ^all  file  an  affidavit  stating  his  g^unds  for  objecting, 
and  that  he  will  be  prepared  to  show  cause  to  the  court  at  the  return  day 
against  his  being  required  to  answer  them ;  but  where  it  is  only  some  of  the 
interrogatories  he  objects  to  answer,  he  may  include  in  his  affidavit  both  his 
replies  and  his  objections. 

Rule  8.  Where  the  party  required  to  answer  interrogatories  shall  success- 
fully show  cause  against  an  order  requiring  him  to  answer  them,  the  judge 
may  direct  the  action  to  proceed,  or  to  be  adjourned  if  he  thinks  fit,  and 
upon  terms  as  to  costs  ;  but  if  the  party  objecting  shall  not  show  sufficient 
cause  for  his  objection,  the  judge  may  order  the  interrogatories  to  be  then 
and  there  answered  vivd  voce  in  court,  or  may  adjourn  the  action,  and  make 
an  order  for  the  answering  of  the  interrogatories  by  such  time,  and  for  the 
payment  of  such  costs  as  may  have  been  incurred  through  the  delay,  as  he 
may  think  fit. 

The  following  are  the  bodies  of  the  forms  given  in  the 
schedule  to  the  County  Court  Eules  of  1875 : — 

I  64.— Affidavit  fob  Discovebt. 

I,  A.  B.  the  above-named  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  make  oath  and  say  as 
follows :  [here  set  out  in  paragraphs  the  documentt,  and  that  the  deponent  is 
advised  and  believes  that  it  is  material  and  necessary  for  him,  in  order  to  support 
his  claim  upon  the  trial,  to  have  such  documents  produced  to  him,  and  that  hi  will 
derive  material  advantage  and  support  from  their  production,  and  that  he  is  ad* 
vised  and  believes  that  he  is  entitled  to  their  production,  and  that  he  belieres  that 
the  said  documents  are  in  the  possession  orpoicer  of  the  defendant"]. 
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65. — Obdeb  vob  Dibootebt. 

Upon  readinff  an  affidavifc  by  tlie  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  a  copy  of  which 
is  annexed  marked  A,  I  do  order  that  the  plaintiff  [or  defendantj  do  within 
days  answer  on  affidavit,  stating  what  documents  he  has  in  his  pos- 
session or  power  relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  this  cause,  and  what  he 
knows  as  to  the  custody  they  or  any  or  either  of  them  are  in,  and  whether 
he  objects,  and  if  so,  on  what  grounds,  to  the  production  of  such  as  are  in 
his  possession  or  power. 

And  I  further  order,  that  the  costs  of  this  application  and  of  the  discoyeiy 
shall  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


66. — AFFiDAyiT  IN  Obbdienob  to  Obdeb  fob  DisooysBT. 

I,  ,  of  ,  the  aboye-named  plaintiff  [or  defendant],  make  oath 

and  s^: — 

1.  I^hat  the  documents  hereinafter  set  forth  are,  to  the  best  of  my  know- 
ledge and  belief,  the  only  documents  in  my  possession  or  power  relating  to  the 
matters  in  dispute  in  this  action,  and  the  same  are  in  my  possession,  viz. : — 

A  letter  from  to  ,  dated 

An  agreement  purporting  to  be  between  £.  F.  and  G-.  H.  dated 

2.  I  do  not  object  to  the  production  of  the  said  documents,  or  any,  or 
either  of  them. 

[Or,  I  object  to  the  production  of  the  said  documents  [or  if  not  to  all,  hut  lo 
tome  of  them,  state  whieh\  on  the  following  g^unds ;  that  is  to  say  [here  state 
the  ff rounds  of  objeetion"],} 


57. — ^InTEBBOGATOBISS  AFVZDAyiT. 

We,  A.  B.,  of  ,  the  above-named  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  and 

L.  M.,  of  ,  solicitor  in  this  cause  for  the  said  plaintiff  [or  defendant], 

make  oath  and  say,  first, 

And  I,  the  said  A.  B.,  for  myself,  say — 

1.  That  I  believe  I  shall  derive  material  benefit  in  this  cause  from  the  dis- 
covery which  I  seek  by  the  interrogatories  which  I  require  to  be  delivered 
herein. 

2.  That  I  believe  that  I  have  a  good  cause  of  [or  defenoe  to  this]  action 
on  the  merits. 

And  I,  the  said  L.  M.,  say, — 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  will  derive  material  benefit  by  the 
discovery  which  he  seeks  oy  interrogatories. 

4.  That  I  believe  that  the  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  has  a  good  cause  of 
[or  defence  to  this]  action  on  the  merits. 


58. — Obdeb  fob  an  Obal  Ezaionation. 

Upon  hearing  the  parties,  their  attorneys  or  agents  [or  counsel]  on  both 
sides,  I  do  order  that  the  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  do  attend  before  the 
registrar  of  this  court  at  on  uie  day  of  ,  18      ,  at 

o'clock  in  the  noon,  to  be  by  him  orally  examined  as  to  the 

points  mentioned  in  the  paper  writing  hereunto  annexed,  the  plaintiff's 
[or  defendant's]  answers  to  the  interrogatories  delivered  to  him  in  tnis  action 
being  insufficient  in  such  points.  [Add  where  antf  documents  are  to  be 
produced :  And  I  do  further  order  that  the  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  do  pro- 
duce to  the  said  regintrar  at  the  same  time  and  place  the  following  docu- 
ments [here  describe  them  shorilt/'].'] 

I  further  order  that  the  costs  of  the  examination,  and  of  the  proceedings 
herein,  as  may  be  taxed  by  the  registrar,  shall  be  paid  by  ,  [or  shall 

abide  the  event,  or  as  otherwise  ordered!]. 


THE  COUNTY  COURTS.  623 

285.— OSDEB  FOB  IkTEBBOOATOBIES. 

Upon  reading  the  affidayit  of  ,  I  do  order  that  the  be  at 

liberty  to  deliyer  to  the  or  his  solicitor,  on  or  before  the  day  of  , 
18  ,  interrogatories  in  writing  upon  the  matters  as  to  which  discovery  is 
sought  in  this  action,  and  that  the  do,  un  or  before  the  day 

of  9  18    ,  answer  the  questions  in  writing  by  affidayit,  and  return  such 

answers  to  me  for  filing. 


286.— Oedeb  fob  Pboduction  o?  Documents. 

Whereas  ,  of  ,  was  duly  summoned  under  a  summons  of  this 

court  dated  the  day  of  to  produce  at  the  trial  of  this  action  upon 

this  day  of  the  following  papers  and  documents : — 

[Here  set  out  documenta  contained  in  summons.'] 

And  whereas  the  said  summons  was  duly  served  upon  the  said 
upon  the  day  of  : 

And  whereas  the  said  has  failed  to  produce  the  said  documents 

above  set  out,  or  any  or  either  of  them  [or  has  failed  to  produce  the  following 
document  ,  being  of  tho  documents  above  set  out]  : 

And  whereas  it  has  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  court  that  the 
documents  above  set  out  [or  the  following  documents  ,  being 

of  the  documents  above  set  out]  are  in  the  possession f  power,  or  control  of 
the  said  ,  and  that  they  relate  to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  this  action : 

It  is  ordered  that  the  said  do  on  or  before  the  ^^^.^^ 

produce  and  leave  with  the  registrar  of  this  court  at  his  office  situate 
at  ,  the  said  following  documents ;  namely, 


287.— Notice  of  Application  fob  fubtheb  Obdeb  fob  Pboduction. 

Let  all  parties  concerned  attend  at  on  the  day  of 

at  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  on  the  hearing  of  an  application  on  the  part 

of  ,  to  consider  the  objection  made  by  the  affidavit  of  the  filed 

the  day  of  ,  pursuant  to  the  order  dated  tho  day  of  , 

to  produce  the  document  set  forth  in  the  second  part  of  the  first  schedule 
hereto  [or  as  may  be]. 


II.  Discovery  in  t/ie  Lord  Mayor^a  Court, 

The  practice  of  discovery  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  is 
regulated  by  sections  50 — 64  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  (see 
post  J  App.  Ch.  II.),  applied  to  the  Mayor's  Court  by  Order  in 
Council  of  November,  1863  (and  therefore  still  in  existence, 
though  repealed  qua  the  Supreme  Court,  see  ante^  p.  6,  and 
46  &  47  Vict.  0.  49),  and  by  section  21  of  20  &  21  Vict, 
c.  olvii,  which  is  as  follows : — "  In  any  action  or  other  legal 
proceediug  in  the  court,  the  court  may,  on  application  made 
for  such  purpose  by  either  party,  compel  the  opposite  party 
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to  allow  the  party  making  the  applioation  to  inspect  all  docu- 
ments in  the  custody  or  power  or  imder  the  control  of  such 
opposite  party  relating  to  such  action  or  other  legal  proceed- 
ing, and  if  necessary  to  take  examined  copies  of  the  same,  or 
to  procure  the  same  to  be  duly  stamped  in  all  cases  in  which, 
previous  to  the  passing  of  this  act,  a  discovery  might  have 
been  obtained  by  filing  a  bill,  or  by  any  other  proceeding  in 
a  court  of  equity  at  the  instance  of  the  party  so  making 
application  as  aforesaid  to  the  court." 

The  court  still  possesses  its  old  jurisdiction  on  its  equity 
side  :  see  Candy's  Mayor's  Court  Practice,  pp.  61 — 63. 

Under  this  equitable  jurisdiction  bills  of  discovery  would 
be  filed  against  garnishees  for  discovery  of  a  defendant's 
property  in  their  hands  in  aid  of  an  attachment :  see  Van 
Heyth.  I.  511 :  so  by  a  defendant  for  discovery  in  aid  of  his 
defence,  where  he  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction  :  see  ibid,  609. 

See  an  instance  of  a  bill  of  discovery  in  Chancery  in  aid  of 
this  court,  Mayor  of  London  v.  Byfield^  ante,  p.  614. 
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CHAPTEE  I. 

EOBMS. 

The  following  is  the  form  for  interrogatories  given  in  B.  8.  0. 
App.  B.  No.  6 : — 

In  the  High  Court  of  Jostioe. 
Diyifiion. 

Between  A.  B.,  plaintifl, 
and 
0.  D.,  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  defendanta. 
Interrogatories  on  behalf  of  the  above-named  [^plaintiff  or  defendant  0.  D.] 
for  the  examination  of  the  aboye-named  [defendants  E.  F.  and  Q.  H.,  or 
plaintif]. 

1.  Did  not,  &c. 

2.  Has  not,  &c. 

&c.     &c.     &c. 

[The  defendant  E.  F.  U  required  to  answer  the  interrogatories  numbered         .1 
The  defendant  G.  H.  is  required  to  answer  the  interrogatories  numbered         .J 

The  following  is  the  body  of  the  form  of  order  for  delivery  of 
interrogatories  given  in  E.  S.  0.  App.  K.  No.  16 : — 

Upon  hearing  and  upon  reading  the  a£SdaTit  of  ,  filed  the 

day  of  18    ,  and  ,  it  is  ordered  that  the  be  at  liberty 

to  deliver  to  the  interrogatories  in  writine,  and  that  the  said  do 

answer  the  interrogatories  as  prescribed  by  Ora.  XXXI.  rr.  8  and  26  of  the 

Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  the  costs  of  this  application  be 

The  summons  for  the  order  should  be  founded  on  this  form : 
see  the  forms  in  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1703  :  Chitty,  F.  p.  286. 

See  as  to  the  form  of  order  and  summons  therefor  where  the 
application  is  against  a  corporate  or  other  body,  ante^  p.  79. 

A  form  of  affidavit  is  given  in  Chitty  F.  pp.  286 — 287,  as  being 
sometimes  required  on  the  application :  it  is  that  which  was  in 
use  under  the  G.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  and  merely  follows  out  the 
terms  of  section  52  of  that  act  (see  the  section  jdo«^,  Ch.  II.).  See 
as  to  the  nature  of  affidavit  necessary  under  different  circum- 
stances anUf  Bk.  I.  Ch.  lY.  Sects.  I.  and  II. 
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For  forms  of  interrogatories  on  various  matters  see  the  follow- 
ing cases . — 

In  action  against  directors  for  false  representations  in  prospeotns  interro- 
gatories by  pUintiff  as  to  the  issue  of  it  and  the  statements  in  it:  ViUeloianet 
V.  Tobiny  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  184  [mtte^  p.  320).  In  action  to  recover  commission 
on  iron  rails  interrogatories  by  plaintiff  as  to  the  ordering  and  sending  the 
rails,  as  to  communications  and  interviews  with  other  persons,  as  to  the 
general  custom  of  the  trade :  Reio  v.  Ilutehins,  10  G.  B.  N.  S.  829  [antey  p. 
463).  Interrogatories  as  to  payments,  receipts,  expenditure:  Zi/chlinski  v. 
Maltbyj  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  838  (a«fe,  p.  463).  In  action  to  recover  debt  interro- 
gatories by  executor  as  to  alleged  payment  or  settlement  of  accounts  by  de- 
fendant with  testator :  Hawkins  v.  Carr^  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  89 :  Sills  v.  Wales, 
L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  688 :  and  see  Eade  y.  Jacobs^  3  Ex.  D.  336  {ante^  pp.  456,  457). 
Interrogatories  to  a  mortgagee  as  to  exercise  of  power  of  sale  and  other 
dealings  with  it:  Moor  v.  Boberts,  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  671  {anle,  p.  462).  In  action 
for  seduction  interrogatories  by  plaintiff  as  to  the  defendant's  pecuniary 
means,  and  as  to  tne  seduction :  SodsoU  v.  Taylor^  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  79 
{anUf  p.  113).  Interrogatories  in  Admiralty  cause  of  bottomry:  The  Minns' 
hahaf  jj.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  148.  In  actions  for  slander  interrogatories  by 
plaintiff  as  to  the  words  used:  Atkinson  v.  Fosbrookey  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  628 
(ante^  p.  463).  Interrogatories  by  plaintiff  as  to  instances  of  exercise  of 
alleged  right  of  common :  Commissioners  of  Setcers  v.  Glasse,  L.  R.  15  £q. 
302  (ante,  p.  452).  In  action  on  promissoiy  note  interrogatories  by  plain- 
tiff to  shew  that  a  deed  of  arrangement  by  defendant  under  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act  (relied  on  as  a  defence)  was  void,  as  to  the  names  of  the  alleged 
creditors,  their  debts,  &c. :  Bayky  v.  Griffiths^  1  H.  &  0.  429  {ante^  p.  461). 
In  a  similar  action  interrogatories  by  plaintiff  to  shew  invalidity  of  the  de- 
fendant's certificate  of  discharge  from  his  bankruptcy :  BartUtt  v.  Lewis,  12 
0.  B.  N.  S.  249  {ante,  p.  462).  In  action  to  recover  goods  against  shipowner, 
the  defence  being  that  they  were  lost  by  excepted  perils,  interrogatories  by 
plaintiff  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  they  were  lost :  Bolekow  v. 
Fisher,  8  Q.  B.  D.  161 :  Grumbreeht  v.  Farry,  32  W.  R.  203,  558  :  49  L.  T. 
570  {ante,  pp.  459 — 460).  In  action  by  indorsee  of  bill  of  exchangee,  the 
defence  being  that  the  acceptance  was  not  the  defendant's,  interrogatories 
by  plaintiff  directed  to  this  defence:  Morris  v.  Bethell,  L.  R.  4  G.  F.  765 
{ante,  p.  462).  In  action  for  negligence  in  making  a  valuation  interrogatories 
by  plaintiff  as  to  the  basis  of  valuation :  Turner  v.  Goulden,  L.  R.  9  C.  F. 
67  {ante,  p.  466).  Interrogatories  by  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
the  proper  amount  into  court :  as  to  loss  sustained  by  plaintiff  through  non- 
carriage  of  cargo :  Home  v.  Hough,  L.  R.  9  G.  F.  135 :  as  to  solvency  or 
insolvency  of  persons:  Lobson  v.  Richardson,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  776:  as  to  injuries 
and  loss  sustained  by  plaiutiff  through  an  accident:  Frost  v.  Brook,  23  W.  R. 
260  {ante,  pp.  468 — 471).  Interrogatories  seeking  discovery  in  the  nature  of 
particulars:  Saunders  v.  Jones,  7  Ch.  D.  435 :  Lyon  v.  Tweddell,  13  Ch.  D. 
375:  John  v.  James,  ibid.  370  {ante,  pp.  452 — 453).  Interrogatories  by  de- 
fendant as  to  the  circumstances  of  indorsement  of  bill  of  lading  to  plaintiff : 
Derby,  i-e.  Bank  v.  Lumsden,  L.  R.  5  G.  F.  107  {ante,  p.  462).  Interrogpatories 
by  plaintiff  as  to  circumstances  of  receipt  of  rentcharge  by  defendant  claim- 
ing title  thereto :  Towns  v.  Cocks,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  45  (ante,  p.  458).  Interrog^a- 
tories  as  to  pedigree :  Wilson  v.  Hammonds,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  326 :  Kennedy  v. 
Lyell,  23  Ch.  D.  387 :  O'Connor  v.  Malone,  1  Sau.  &  So.  p.  624  {anU,  pp.  628, 
630,  634).  Interrogatories  by  plaintiff  (reversioner)  in  action  of  ejectment 
against  person  as  assignee  of  lease  for  breaches  of  covenant:  Chester  v.  Wort' 
ley,  18  C.  B.  239  {ante,  p.  529).  Interrogatorias  by  defendant  in  action  of 
trover  as  to  plaintiff's  case,  and  the  grounds  of  his  claim  :  Edwards  v.  WakS' 
Jield,  6  £.  &  B.  462  {ante,  p.  461).  Interrogatories  by  defendant  in  action  of 
ejectment  :  Wallen  v.  Forrest,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  239  :  Fliteroft  v.  FUUher,  11 
Exch.  543  {ante,  p.  534).  Interrogatories  to  defendant  who  pleads  "plene 
administravit :  "  Peck  v.  Nolan,  14  Ir.  C.  L.  App.  xxxii.  For  interroga- 
tories in  patent  actions  sec  cases  referred  to  in  Book  III.  Chap.  I. 
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The  following  is  the  form  of  answers  to  interrogatories  given 
by  E.  S.  C.  Appendix  B.  No.  7  : — 

[^Readinff  as  in  Interrogatories,  ante/] 

The  answer  of  the  above-named  defendant  E.  F.  to  the  interrogatories  for 

hia  examination  bj  the  aboTe-named  j^intiff. 
In  answer  to  the  said  interrogatories, %  the  aboye-named  £.  F.,  malce 
oath  and  say  as  follows : — 


The  following  are  suggested  as  forms  for  the  principal  objec- 
tions which  can  be  taken  to  answering  an  interrogatory : — 

(1)  That  in  respect  of  the  matter  disoovery  of  which  is  sought  by  the  in« 
terrogatory  I  am  willing  (a)  to  deliver  particnlars,  see  ante^  p.  91 :  (b)  to 
make  admissions,  see  ante^  p.  91 :  (c)  to  produce  documents  for  his  inspection^ 
aoeantef  pp.  91,  123. 

(2)  That  the  answering  the  interrogatory  will  entail  (a)  expense,  (b)  in« 
convenience,  (c)  trouble :  see  ante,  pp.  298 — 299  ;  and,  see  ibid^ne  can  obtain 
the  discovery  easily,  effectually,  and  cheaply,  (a)  aliunde,  see  ibid. :  (&)  by 
inspection  of  documents  in  my  possession  which  1  am  willing^  to  produce,  see 
ibid,  andante,  objection  (I) :  (7)  by  admissions  which  I  am  wilUnff  to  make,  see 
ibid,  and  ante,  objection  (1) :  U)  by  particulars  which  I  am  wuling  to  give, 
see  ibid,  and  ante,  objection  (l). 

(3)  That  the  interrogatory  is  (a)  prolix,  see  ante,  pp.  106, 110  :  (b)  oppres- 
sive, see  ante,  pp.  106,  110,  298 :  (c)  unnecessary,  see  ante,  pp.  100, 106 — 107| 
110:  (d)  scandalous,  see  ante,  p.  105,  110:  (e)  irrelevant,  see  ante,  p.  110: 
(f)  not  bond  fide  for  the  purpose  of  the  action,  see  ante,  p.  110  :  (g)  not  suffi- 
ciently material  at  this  stage,  see  ante,  p.  110 :  (h)  requires  me  to  make  what 
is  in  ^ect  an  affidavit  of  documents,  see  ante,  p.  115 :  inquires  into  what  is 
matter  of  law,  see  ante,  p.  115. 

(5)  That  the  discovery  sought  by  the  interrogatory  is  not  clearly  or  suffi- 
ciently material  at  this  stage,  or  is  not  clearly  or  sufficiently  matexial  to  any 
question  in  this  action,  and,  (see  ante,  p.  298),  that  the  answering  it  («)  wiU 
entail  expense,  inconvenience,  or  trouble,  see  ante,  p.  298 :  (0)  by  disclosing 
my  private  means  and  transactions,  or  my  trade  secrets,  or  mj  private  busi- 
ness and  dealings  with  other  persons,  or  the  names  of  my  customers,  will 
prejudiciidly  anect  me,  see  ante,  p.  300 :  (7)  will  expose  me  to  a  civil  suit,  see 
ante,  p.  301 :  {I)  by  disclosing  private  and  confidential  communications  by 
and  to  me  to  and  by  other  persons,  will  prejudicially  affect  me,  see  ante, 
p.  301 :  or  these  other  persons,  see  ante,  p.  302 :  (c)  by  disclosing  the  aocounts, 

Srivate  affairs,  dealings,  names  of  the  customers  of  my  business  will  preju- 
idally  affect  those  customers,  see  ante,  p.  306 :  (^  will  expose  other  persons 
to  civil  or  criminal  or  penal  proceedings,  see  ante,  p.  307. 

(6)  That  the  interrogatory  is  unreasonably  wide  and  I  have  sufficiently 
answered  it,  see  ante,  p.  121. 

(7)  That  I  believe  that  answering  the  interrogatory  might  or  would  (see 
amte,  p.  328)  tend  (a)  to  criminate  me  or  expose  me  to  the  risk  of  a  criminal 
prosecution  (see  ibid.) :  (b)  to  make  me  liable  to  a  penalty :  (c)  to  make  me 
liable  to  a  forfeiture ;  see  ibid.  :  see  ante,  pp.  322 — 828,  as  to  the  necessity  of 
stating  further  matters  to  show  the  effect  or  tendency  of  the  answer. 

(8)  That  the  interrogatory  seeks  to  discover  the  evidence  which  I  propose 
to  adduce  in  support  of  my  case,  see  ante,  p.  446 :  or  the  manner  in  which  I 

8S2 
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shall  make  oat  or  shape  my  case,  qu.  see  ante,  p.  447 :  and  not  merely  the 
nature  of  that  case,  or  the  &cts  on  which  I  rely  to  establish  it,  see  ante,  pp. 
446,  448 ;  or  that  it  seeks  to  discover  not  the  material  facts  of  my  case,  but 
the  evidence  of  those  facts,  see  ante,  p.  141. 

(9)  That  it  is  of  a  fishm^  nature,  no  foundation  for  it  being  laid  by  his 
pleadings,  see  ante,  pp.  459---461. 

(10)  That  it  seeks  to  discover  the  names  of  my  witnesses:  qu,  as  to  the  proper 
form  ofthie  objection,  see  ante,  p.  473. 

(11)  That  my  answer  would  not  disclose  anything  tending  to  support  his 
case,  or  to  destroy  or  impeach  my  own  case,  but  would  disclose  only  my  evi- 
dence, or  the  manner  in  which  I  shall  make  out  or  shape  my  case :  see  ante, 
o^'eetion  (8) :  and  ante,  p.  486. 

(12)  {Objections  by  a  defendant  in  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  land  or  other 
property,  see  ante,  Bk.  II.  Gh.  III.  Ft.  3) :  (a)  that  the  interrogatory  seeks  to 
discover  matters  relating  solely  to  my  title  to  the  (land  or  other  property),  see 
ante,  pp.  616,  527:  (b)  tiiat  my  answer  would  not  disclose  anytiiing  tending 
to  support  the  plaintifTs  title  or  relating  to  his  title,  but  would  exclusively 
disclose  the  evidence  of  my  own  title,  or  matter  relating  solely  to  my  own 
title,  see  ibid,  and  ante,  objections  (8)  and  (11). 

(13)  As  to  interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  contents  or  nature  of  documents 
which  the  party  toould  be  entitled  to  protect  from  production  under  the  rule  which 
protects  his  oum  evidence,  see  ante,  p.  473. 

(14)  That  I  have  no  personal  knowledge  ^see  ante,  pp.  128,  362,  364)  of  the 
matters  inquired  after :  that  such  infoimation  as  I  have  received  in  respect 
thereof  has  been  derived  from  infoimation  (of  a  confidential  nature,  see  ante, 
p.  362)  procured  by  my  solicitor  acting  professionally  for  me  in  that  capacity, 
or  his  agents  (see  ante,  p.  362)  in  and  for  the  purpose  of  defending  my  title 
to  the  property  the  subject  of  this  action,  see  ante,  p.  360 :  or  in  contempla- 
tion of  litigation  on  the  part  of  persons  claiming  the  property  and  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  advise  me  and  conduct  my  defence  against  such 
claims,  see  ante,  p.  362 :  or  for  the  purpose  of  this  litigation,  see  ante,  p.  364 : 
or  in  view  of  litigation  [state  what,  aeepost,  p.  632  (13) ),  see  ante,  p.  361 ;  or  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  me  legal  advice  and  assistance  {qu.  whether  the  claim  is 
good  where  the  information  has  not  been  procured  for  the  purpose  of  litigation,  see 
ante,  p.  361) :  eee  generally  ante,  pp.  359 — 365. 

(15)  That  I  have  no  knowledge  information  remembrance  or  belief  on  the 
matter,  see  ante,  p.  127  {this  general  form  includes  technically  the  particular 
assertions,  post) :  that  there  is  no  information  thereon  contained  in  any  docu- 
ments to  which  I  have  a  right  of  access  {the  expression  **in  my  possession  or 
power**  is  ambiguous,  see  ante,  pp.  134,  224),  see  ante,  pp.  134 — 137  {add 
perhaps  in  some  cases  *'  other  than  public  documents  to  which  he  has  the  same 
right  of  access  as  myself,"  see  ante,  pp.  135,  142) :  nor  {see  as  to  where  this 
assertion  is  necessary,  ante,  p.  141)  have  the  persons  who  acted  as  my  agents 
or  servants  in  the  matter  any  knowledge  remembrance  or  information 
thereon,  see  ante,  pp.  138 — 141;  the  persons  who  acted  as  my  servants 
or  agents  in  the  matter  (a)  are  abroad,  or  are  dead,  see  ante,  p.  142  :  (b)  are 
no  longer  in  my  employ  or  control,  see  ante,  p.  142,  and  1  do  not  know 
where  they  are,  or  they  {state  any  other  reason),  and  I  therefore  submit  that  I 
am  not  bound  to  communicate  with  them,  see  ante,  p.  142 :  (c)  refuse  to  give 
me  any  information  thereon  {qu.) :  or  1  have  a  right  of  access  to  documents 
containing  information  thereon,  and  I  have  attempted  {state  how)  to  get 
access  thereto,  but  my  {partner,  solicitor  or  agent,  ^e.)  has  prevented  {state 
how)  mo  from  getting  such  access,  and  I  submit  whetiier  I  am  bound  to  take 
proceedings  against  him  for  that  purpose :  see  ante,  pp.  135 — 137. 

(16)  I  believe  that  I  wrote  or  received  a  letter  to  or  from  the  said  A.  B.  of 
about  that  date,  or  signed  a  document  relating  to  {the  subject)  of  about  tiiat 
date,  or  have  seen  or  heard  of  a  document  relating  to  (the  subject)  of  about 
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that  date,  but  I  baye  now  no  right  of  acoeaa  to  it  or  to  any  copy  of  it,  and  I 
cannot  remember  with  exactness  what  were  its  contents,  or  was  its  purport, 
and  I  submit  that  it  not  being  suggested  that  it  is  lost  or  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  I  should  not  be  forced  to  state  my  imperfect  recollection 
of  it,  see  ante,  pp.  130—132. 


For  form  of  summons  to  set  aside  or  strike  out  interrogatories, 
see  Dan.  Ch.  E.   1706.    The  summons  usually  asks  that  the 
interrogating  party  pay  the  applicant's  costs  occasioned  by  the 
delivery  of  the  interrogatories,  as  well  as  of  the  applicatiop 
See  ante,  pp,  100 — 101. 

For  form  of  summons  to  have  some  issue  or  question  deter- 
mined before  deciding  the  ri^t  to  discovery  or  inspection  under 
rule  20  (see  anle,  p.  24),  see  Dan.  Oh.  F.  1707. 

For  form  of  summonses  for  extension  of  time  to  answer,  see 
Dan.  Ch.  F.  1708,  1709. 

For  form  of  summons,  and  order,  to  answer  or  answer  further, 
see  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1711,  1713,  1714:  Chitty  F.  pp.  295—296:  see 
ante,  p.  145. 

For  form  of  summons,  and  order,  for  viva  voce  examination, 
see  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1712  :  Chitty  F.  pp.  295 — 296 :  the  interrogated 
party  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  examination  as  well  as  of  the 
application,  and  see  ante,  p.  146.  The  form  in  Chitty  also 
directs  production  of  documents  on  the  examination,  as  under 
sect.  53  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  IS5^,  post,  p.  638. 

For  forms  of  summonses  for  orders,  and  orders,  for  dismissing 
the  action,  striking  out  the  defence,  or  attachment,  for  non- 
compliance with  an  order  for  discovery  of  any  kind,  see  Dan. 
Ch.  F.  1715—1717  :  Archb.  F.  pp.  297—298 :  see  ante,  p.  583. 


For  form  of  summons  for  an  order  for  an  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments, see  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1718 :  Chitty  F.  p.  269. 

The  following  is  the  body  of  the  form  of  order  for  an  affidavit 
as  to  documents  given  by  E.  S.  C.  App.  K.  No.  17 : — 

Upon  hearing 

It  1b  ordered  that  the  do  within  days  from  the  date  of  this 

order,  answer  on  affidavit  stating  what  documents  are  or  have  been  in 
possession  or  power  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this  action,  and 
that  the  costs  of  this  application  be 

For  form  of  order  in  use  in  the  Chancery  Division,  directing 
production  for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  on  the  examination  of 
witnesses,  and  at  the  trial,  see  Seton,  pp.  133 — 134:  see  ante, 
pp.  154,  180. 

A  summons  may  be  taken  out  against  several  parties,  though 
represented  by  separate  solicitors:  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1718,  and 
p.  920.  And  one  order  may  bo  made  against  them :  see  Seton, 
pp.  134 — 135  :  see  ante,  p.  87. 
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For  form  of  summons  against  a  corporate  or  other  body,  see 
Dan.  Ch.  F.  1718:  Chitty  F.  p.  269.  And  an  order:  Seton, 
p.  185  :  see  ante,  p.  84. 

The  order  may  be  limited  to  an  affidavit  of  docimients  relating 
to  a  paxticular  matter  in  question:  see  Seton,  p.  136:  rule  12^ 
antey  p.  155. 

For  form  of  affidavit  in  support  of  summons,  see  Chitty  F. 
p.  270. 

The  following  is  the  form  of  affidavit  as  to  documents  given 
by  E.  S.  C.  App.  B.  No.  8  :— 

In  the  High  Court  of  Jostioe,  18         B.    No.    • 

DinsLon. 

Between  A.  B.,  plaintiff, 
and 
G.  D.,  defendant. 

I,  the  above-named  defendant  O.  D.  make  oath  and  say  as  follows : — 

1.  I  have  in  toy  possession  or  power  (a)  the  documents  relating  to  {b)  the 
matters  in  question  in  this  suit  set  forth  in  the  first  and  second  parts  of  the 
first  schedule  hereto. 

2.  I  object  to  produce  the  said  documents  set  forth  in  the  second  part  of 
the  said  first  schedule  hereto. 

8.  That  [^kgre  ttate  upon  tchat  grounds  the  ohjeetton  U  made,  and  verify  the 
facts  as  far  as  may  he\.  {c), 

4.  I  have  had  [d),  out  have  not  now,  in  my  possession  or  power  the  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  matter  in  question  in  tius  suit  set  fortn  in  the  second 
schedule  hereto. 

6.  The  last -mentioned  documents  were  last  in  my  possession  or  power  on 
[state  wheti\  {e). 

6.  That  [here  state  what  has  become  of  the  last -mentioned  documents,  and  in 
whose  possession  they  now  are"].  (/). 

7.  According  t:>  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information,  and  belief,  I  have 
not  now,  and  never  had,  in  my  possession,  custody,  or  power,  or  {y)  in  the 
possession,  custody,  or  power  of  my  soUoitors  or  agents,  solicitor  or  agent, 
or  (/)  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  power  of  any  other  persons  or  person 
on  my  behalf,  any  deed,  account,  book  of  account,  voucher,  receipt,  letter, 
memorandum,  paper,  or  writing,  or  any  copy  or  extract  from  any  such 
document,  or  any  other  document  whatsoever,  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question  in  this  suit,  or  any  of  them,  or  wherein  any  entry  has  been  made 
relative  to  such  matters,  or  any  of  them,  other  than  and  except  the  docu- 
ments set  forth  in  the  said  first  and  second  schedules  hereto. 

This  form  is  compulsory  under  the  present  rule :  see  ante, 
p.  221 ;  but  qu,  wbetber  schedules  may  not  be  still  dispensed 
witb  as  they  were  in  Bewicke  v.  Graham,  7  Q.  B.  D.  400. 

See  this  form  modified  for  two  or  more  deponents,  and  a 
corporate  or  other  body ;  Dan.  Oh.  F.  1720 ;  (Mtty  F.  p.  274. 

The  following  are  suggested  as  forms  for  some  of  the  prin- 
cipal objections  whicb  can  be  taken  to  producing  documents : — 

(1)  That  it  relates  solely  to  the  question  (state  the  question)  or  is  material 
only  in  the  event  of  the  plaintiff's  succeeding  in  getting  a  decree  in  this 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  224.      {b)  See  ante,  pp.  182,  183.      (c)  See  post,  andante,  p.  230. 
(d)  See  ante,  p.  222.      (e)  See  ante,  p.  193.  (/)  See  ante,  p.  224. 

(y)  See  auU,  p.  225. 
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aotLoxi^  heang  {state  of  what  nature  the  document  t«),  and  is  therefore  not 
material  at  this  stage,  see  ante,  pp.  186 — 190. 

(2)  That  (a)  {as  in  objection  (1) ),  (b)  it  is  not  dearly  material  or  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  any  question  in  this  action ;  and  its  produc- 
tion would  disclose  {adapt  objections  to  answering  interrogatories  (6)  {&)  to  (^) 
ante^  p.  627). 

(3)  That  its  production  would  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  information 
and  belief  tend  (a)  to  criminate  me  or  expose  me  to  the  risk  of  a  criminal 
prosecution,  (b)  to  make  me  liable  to  a  penalty,  (c)  to  make  me  liable  to  a 
forfeiture :  see  the  references  to  objection,  (7),  ante,  p.  627. 

(4)  That  it  evidences  (see  ante,  p.  487)  or  relates  exclusively  to  (see  ante, 
pp.  482,  487,  491)  my  own  title  (see  ante,  p.  501)  or  case,  and  contains 
nothing  tending  to  impeach  (see  ante,  pp.  494,  498,  499,  616,  m  to  when  this  is 
necessary)  my  own  title  or  case,  or  (see  ante,  p.  494)  to  support  the  title  (see 
ante,  p.  501)  or  case  of  the  {party  seeking  discovery), 

(5)  That  in  my  opinion  as  head  or  secretary  of  the  department  the  produc- 
tion of  the  document  would  be  injurious  to  the  public  service:  see  ante, 
p.  647. 

(6)  That  it  was  a  confidential,  see  ante,  p.  378,  communication  between 
mvself,  or  the  person  ('/m.  whether  it  is  necessary  to  state  who  the  person  was} 
who  acted  as  my  representative  for  the  purpose  of  making  or  receiving  sucb 
communication,  see  ante,  pp.  398,  400,  or  my  predecessor  in  title  {state  who 
or  how),  see  ante,  p.  386,  and  my,  or  lus,  solicitor  acting  professionally  for 
me,  or  him,  in  that  capacity,  see  ante,  p.  372,  with  the  object  of  enabling 
him  to  give  or  of  giving  me,  or  him,  legal  advice  and  assistance  {qu,  whether 
in  some  cases  it  may  be  necessary  or  advisable  to  state  the  matters  in  respect  of 
which  it  was  given,  see  ante,  p.  373  to  p.  377),  see  ante,  pp.  368,  372,  373. 

(7)  That  it  was  a  confidential,  see  ante  p.  378,  communication  from  me  to 
the  person  {qu.  whether  it  may  not  be  necessary  to  state  who,  and  see  ante,  p.  422, 
as  to  a  co'defendant)  who  acted  as  the  medium  of  communication  between  my- 
self and  my  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  communication  to  my  solicitor  acting, 
&c.  {as  in  objection  6)  with  the  object  of  enabling  him  to  give  me  legal  advice 
and  assistance  (see  objection  6) :  see  ante,  pp.  398,  400  ;  or  a  confidential  com- 
munication from  the  person  so  acting  as  aforesaid  to  myself  by  the  direction 
of  my  solicitor  acting  as  aforesaid  with  the  object  of  enabling  him  to  g^ve  or 
of  giving  me  legal  advice  and  assistance,  see  ante,  pp.  398,  400. 

(8)  That  it  was  prepared  by  my  {state  who)  on  my  behalf  and  by  my 
direction  {qu,  **Boleljr,"  see  ante,  p.  418)  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  sub- 
mitted to  my  solicitor  acting,  &c.  {as  in  objection  6)  with  the  object  of 
enabling  him  to  give  me,  &c.  (as  in  objection  7) :  see  ante,  pp.  391,  399. 

(9)  That  it  was  prepared  by  {state  who,  and  the  nature  of  the  document,  in 
order  to  bring  it  within  the  principles  discussed  ante,  pp.  401 — 402)  by  the  direc- 
tion and  for  the  use  of  my  solicitor  acting,  &c.  {as  in  objection,  6)  with  the 
object  of  enabling  him,  &c.  {as  in  objection  6} :  see  ante,  pp.  401—402. 

(10)  That  it  was  confidentially  (see  ante,  p.  378)  prepared  by  {state  who, 
and  if  an  agent  of  the  client,  add,  see  ante,  p.  418,  '<  who  at  the  time  df  so  pie- 
paring  it  was  aware  that  it  was  a  confidential  one  required  for  the  purpose  of 
submission  to  my  solicitor'')  or  was  written  to  me,  see  ante,  p.  416,  or  to  my 
solicitor,  or  to  {state  who)  by  {as  ante)  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  my  soli- 
citor acting,  &c.  (a<  in  objection  6)  information  which  he  desired  should  be 
obtained  with  the  object  of  enabling  him  to  give  me  legal  advice  and  assist- 
ance in  reference  to  this  action  which  was  then  commenced  or  anticipated  or 
contemplated,  see  ante,  p.  408,  or  in  reference  to  {state  whether  any  other  liti' 
gation,  see  ante,  p.  409),  or  in  reference  to  litigation  in  which  it  was  then 
anticipated  or  contemplated  I  should  be  engaged  or  engpage  arising  out  of 
{state  what,  see  ante,  p.  409,  and  post,  objection  13) :  see  ante,  pp.  406,  413, 
415,  421. 
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(11)  That  it  was  prepazed  oonfidentiallT  (see  ante,  p.  378)  by  the  direotioii 
of  mj  solicitor  acting'  &c.  {at  in  objection  6),  or  at  his  instance  and  for  his  use, 
see  ante,  p.  413,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  evidenoe,  see  ante,  p.  413,  or 
infoimation  which  might  lead  to  the  obtaining  of  evidence,  see  ante,  pp.  406, 
414,  or  information  as  to  the  evidence  whida  could  be  obtained,  see  ante, 
pp.  406,  413,  or  information  which  he  required  in  order  to  enable  him  to  give 
me  legal  advice  and  assistance,  see  ante,  pp.  413 — 414,  in  reference  to  (state 
the  litigation  as  in  the  last  objection) :  see  ante,  pp.  405—406. 

(12)  That  it  was  confidentially  (see  ante,  p.  378)  prepared  by  my  {state 
who,  and  see  as  to  an  agenCs  objection  10)  on  my  behalf  and  by  my  direction 
{qu.  '^  solely,"  see  ante,  p.  418)  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  submitted  to  my 
solicitor  acting  &c.  (as  in  o^eetion  6)  with  tne  object  of  enabling  him  to  give 
me  legal  advice  ana  assistance  in  reference  to  (at  in  objection  10) :  see  ante, 
pp.  415,  418. 

(13)  That  it  (being  a  document  previously  in  existence  or  photographs  oftomb^ 
stones  or  houses,  or  a  copy  of  such  document,  or  extract  therefrom)  was  obtained 
or  made  by  my  solicitor,  or  his  clerk  or  confidential  agent,  or  by  (state  who) 
instructed  or  employed  by  him,  solely  (but  qu,  see  ante,  p.  418)  for  the  purpose 
of  defending  me  from  the  claims  of  persons  who  had  commenced  legal  pro- 
ceeding^ against  me  for  the  recovery  of  the  (the  land  the  subject  of  the  action\ : 
(state  the  nature  of  the  document :  and  of  the  litigation,  see  ante,  objection  (10) ; 
see  ante,  pp.  392 — 393) :  see  ante,  pp.  391 — 395.  Q^.  whether  or  under  what 
circumstances  this  objection  is  valid,  where  no  litigation  is  anticipated,  see  ante, 
p.  392,  and  objection  (14),  ante,  p.  628. 

(14)  That  it  is  not  in  my  sole  possession,  but  is  in  the  joint  possession  of 
myself  and  A.  B.  and  G.  D.,  as  partners  (or  as  the  case  may  be,  it  being  neces- 
sary to  state  the  nature  of  the  possession,  and  the  names  of  the  joint  possessors,  see 
ante,  p.  198) :  see  ante,  p.  194. 

(15)  That  I  have  no  property  in  it  at  all,  and  hold  it  merely  as  agent,  see 
ante,  p.  199,  or  trustee,  see  ante,  p.  202,  for  A.  B. 

(16)  That  I  have  no  property  in  it  at  all,  it  being  the  property  of  A.  B. 
who  lent  it  to  me  for  a  special  purpose,  see  ante,  pp..  207 — 208. 

(17)  That  it  is  a  copy  of  a  document  made  under  the  following  circum- 
stances :  the  original  is  the  property  of  A.  B.  who  allowed  me  to  make  a 
copy  of  it,  being  the  copy  in  question,  on  the  understanding  that  the  said 
copy  was  to  be  the  property  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  that  I  was  to  use  such 
copy  for  a  special  purpose  only :  see  ante,  pp.  206 — 208. 

(18)  That  though  it  is  my  sole  property,  it  is  in  the  actual  possession  of 
A.  B.  my  solicitor  or  my  agent  (or  otherwise  describe  the  possessor)  who  refuses 
to  g^ve  it  up  to  me,  ana  I  submit  whether  I  am  boimd  to  take  proceedings 
against  him  for  that-purpose :  see  ante,  p.  195. 


For  form  of  simmioiiB  to  extend  time  for  filing  affidavit,  see 
Dan.  Gh.  F.  1719 :  see  ante,  p.  220. 

For  form  of  summons  to  consider  sufficiency  of  affidavit  as  to 
documents,  see  Dan.  Gh.  F.  1722  :  see  ante,  pp.  210,  232. 

For  form  of  simimons  for  further  affidavit  as  to  particular 
documents,  see  Dan.  Gh.  F.  1723 :  for  further  affidavit  as  to 
particular  documents  and  generally:  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1724:  for 
corresponding  orders  see  Seton,  p.  137  :  see  ante,  p.  218. 

For  form  of  summons  for  order  dismissing  action  for  non- 
compliance with  order  for  affidavit  of  documents,  see  Dan.  Gh.  F. 
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1725  ;  and  see  ante,  p.  589 :  for  order,  striking  out  defence  for 
do.,  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1726:  for  attachment,  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1727 :  for 
form  of  order  for  attachment,  Seton,  p.  141 ;  see  ante,  p.  583. 

The  following  is  the  form  of  notice  to  produce  documents 
under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  16,  given  by  R.  S.  C.  Appendix  B.  No.  9  :^ 

[Eeading  at  in  Affidavit  of  Doeumenta,  ants,  p.  630.] 

Take  notice  that  the  [plaintiff  or  defendant^  requires  you  to  produce  for  his 
inspection  the  following  documents  referred  to  in  your  [statement  of  claim  or 
defence  or  affidavit,  dated  the  day  of  ▲.D.J. 

Describe  documents  required. 

X.Y. 
Solicitor  to  the 
ToZ. 
Solicitor  for 

The  following  is  the  form  of  notice  to  inspect  documents  under 
Ord.  XXXI.  r.  17,  given  by  E.  S.  C.  Appendix  B.  No.  10  :— 

{^ffeadinff  as  anteJ] 

Take  notice  that  you  can  inspect  the  documents  mentioned  in  your  notice 
of  the         day  of  a.d.  [except  the  deed  numbered         in  that  notice] 

at  [insert  place  of  inspection"]  on  Thursday  next  the  inst.,  between  the 

hours  of  12  and  4  o*dock. 

Or,  that  the  [plaintiff  or  defendant]  objects  to  giving  you  inspection  of  the 
documents  mentioned  in  your  notice  of  the  day  of  ▲.d.  on  the 

groimd  that  [state  the  ground]  : — 

See  the  practice  under  these  rules,  ante,  pp.  240 — 245. 

For  form  of  summons  to  have  inspection  postponed  until  after 
the  determination  of  a  preliminary  question,  see  Dan.  Ch.  F. 
1730  :  see  ante,  pp.  24—25. 

For  form  of  summons  for  extension  of  time  for  production 
for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  see  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1731 :  see  ante, 
pp.  172—173. 

For  forms  of  summons  for  leave  to  seal  up  parts  of  documents, 
of  corresponding  order,  and  of  afiS.dayit  in  respect  of  the  parts 
sealed  up,  see  ante,  p.  237. 

For  form  of  summons  for  order  for  production  for  the  purpose 
of  inspection,  see  Chitty,  p.  279 :  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1736  (directing 
also,  see  ante,  p.  180,  production  at  the  trial  and  on  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses) :  against  two  or  more  parties,  Dan.  Ch.  F. 
1738,  and  see  ante,  p.  87. 

For  form  of  af&davit  in  support,  see  Dan.  Ch.  F.  1737: 
Chitty  F.  p.  280. 

The  following  is  the  body  of  the  form  of  order  to  produce 
documents  for  inspection  by  R.  S.  C.  Appendix  K.  No.  18 :  (see 
post  as  to  the  insertions  necessary  to  be  made) : — 

Upon  hearing  and  upon  reading  the  affidavit  of  filed  the 

day  of  18    ,  and 

It  is  ordered  that  the  do  at  all  seasonable  times,  on  reasonable  notice, 

produce  at  [inse^rt  place  of  inspection]  situate  at  ,  the  following  docu- 

ments, namely  ,  and  that  the  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  and  peruse 

the  documents  so  produced,  and  to  take  copies  and  abstracts  thereof  and 
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extracts  therefrom,  at  expenae,  and  that  in  the  meantime  all  further 

proceedings  be  stayed,  and  that  the  costs  of  this  application  be 

For  form  of  order  for  inspection,  including  production  on  the 
examination  of  witnesses  and  at  the  trial,  see  oeton,  p.  136,  and 
anief  p.  180.  

See  as  to  the  times  of  inspection  Bk.  I.  Gh.  Y.  Sect.  HE.  (d) 
and  a  special  order  in  Mertena  v.  Haighy  ante,  p.  171. 

See  as  to  the  place  of  inspection  Bk,  I.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  III.  (a) 
(b)  (c),  a  summons  for  varying  place  of  inspection  in  Prestney  v. 
Mayor  of  Colchester,  ante,  p.  173,  the  order  in  that  case  ante, 
p.  171,  as  to  claiming  leave  to  produce  at  a  special  place  in  the 
affidavit  of  documents  ante,  p.  173. 

As  to  the  persons  who  may  inspect  see  Bk.  1.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  VI. : 
see  a  special  form  of  order  in  Lindsay  v.  Gladstone,  ante,  p.  178, 
and  Seton,  p.  138. 

See  as  to  taking  copies  Bk.  I.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  IV. 

See  as  to  the  costs  of  inspection  Bk.  I.  Ch.  V.  Sect.  V. 

See  as  to  stay  of  proceedings  ante,  p.  583. 

For  form  of  order  for  inspection  embodying  an  undertaking 
not  to  use  the  documents  for  any  collateral  purpose  see  ante, 
p.  238. 

For  form  of  order  giving  to  a  plaintifF  who  had  revived  a  suit 
the  benefit  of  an  order  for  inspection  obtained  by  the  original 
plaintiff  see  Lindsay  v.  Gladstone,  ante,  p.  178 :  Seton,  p.  138. 

For  form  of  order  for  inspection  overruling  the  party's  objec- 
tions see  Seton,  p.  139 :  or  allowing  some  and  overruling  others 
Seton,  p.  136. 

For  form  of  order  for  inspection  of  documents  to  be  brought 
over  from  India  on  prepayment  of  expenses  see  Lindsay  v.  Olad- 
stone,  ante,  p.  171:  Seton,  p.  138. 
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OHAPTEE  n. 
BuLES  OF  O&D.  XXXI,  OF  H.  S.  C.  1883,  with  ths  old  Bttles 

OF  THAT  OrDEB,  AND  THE   SECTIONS  OF  THE  Ch.  P.  AND  0.  L.  P. 

Acts  eelatino  to  Disgoyeby,  with  eefebences  to  the  faoes 
discussing  them. 

Bttle  1.  In  any  action  (pp.  10,  11)  where  relief  by  way  of 
damages  or  otherwise  is  sought  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or 
breach  of  trust,  the  plaintiff  (p.  61)  may  (pp.  94 — 95)  at  any 
time  after  delivering  his  statement  of  claim  (p.  94),  and  a  de- 
fendant (p.  61)  may  (pp.  94 — 95)  at  or  after  the  time  of  deliver- 
ing his  defence  (p.  95)  without  any  order  for  that  purpose,  and 
in  every  other*  cause  or  matter  (p.  572)  the  plaintift  or  defend- 
ant, may  by  leave  (pp.  91 — 93)  of  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  605) 
deliver  (p.  607)  interrogatories  in  writing  for  the  examination  of 
the  opposite  (p.  57)  parties,  or  any  one  or  more  of  such  parties, 
and  such  interrogatories  when  delivered  shall  have  a  note  at  the 
foot  thereof,  stating  which  of  such  interrogatories  each  of  such 
persons  is  required  to  answer :  provided  that  no  party  shall 
deliver  more  than  one  set  of  interrogatories  to  the  same  party 
without  an  order  for  that  purpose  (p.  149) :  provided  also  that 
interrogatories  which  do  not  relate  to  any  matters  in  ques- 
tion (pp.  11 — 12)  in  the  cause  or  matter  shall  be  deemed  irre- 
levant (pp.  108,  110),  notwithstanding  that  they  might  be 
admissible  on  the  oral  cross-examination  of  a  witness  (pp.  105, 
113). 
See  old  rule  1,  antej  p.  91. 

Ch.  P.  Act,  1852,  section  12  (p.  97).  Within  a  time  to  be  limited  br  a 
ffeneral  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  that  behalf  (within  eight  days  after 
defendant's  appearance  or  time  for  appearance)  the  plaintiff,  in  any  suit  in 
the  said  court  commenced  by  bill,  may,  if  he  requires  an  answer  from  any 
defendant  thereto,  file  in  the  record  office  of  the  said  court,  interrogatories 
for  the  examination  of  the  defendant  or  defendants,  or  such  of  them  from 
whom  he  shall  require  an  answer,  and  deliver  to  the  defendant  or  defendants 
so  required  to  answer,  or  to  his  or  their  solicitor,  a  copy  of  such  interroga- 
tories, or  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  applicable  to  the  particular  defendant 
or  defendants ;  and  no  defendant  shall  be  called  upon  or  required  to  put  in 
any  answer  to  a  bill  unless  interrogatories  shall  haye  been  so  filed,  and  a 
copy  thereof  deliyered  to  him  or  his  solicitor,  within  the  time  so  to  be  limited, 
or  within  such  further  time  as  the  court  sh^  think  fit  to  direct. 

Sect.  14  (p.  97).  The  answer  of  the  defendant  to  any  bUl  of  complaint  in 
the  said  court  may  contain  not  only  the  answer  of  the  defendant  to  the  in- 
terrogatories so  filed  as  aforesaid,  but  such  statements  material  to  the  case 
as  the  defendant  may  think  it  necessary  or  advisable  to  set  forth  therein,  and 
such  answer  shall  also  be  divided  into  paragraphs,  numbered  oonsecutively, 
each  paragraph  containing  as  nearly  as  may  be  a  separate  and  distinct  state- 
ment or  allegation. 


*  Literally  this  would  exclude  the  powers  of  giving  leave  to  interrogate 
before  claim  or  defence  in  actions  founded  on  fraud  or  breach  of  trust. 
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• 

Sect.  19  (p.  97).  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  defendant  in  any  snit,  whether 
oommenced  by  bill  or  by  daimi  but  in  suits  commenced  by  bill  which  the 
defendant  is  required  to  answer,  not  until  after  he  shall  have  put  in  a  suffi- 
cient answer  to  the  bill,  and  without  filing  any  cross-bill  of  discoyery,  to  file 
in  the  record  office  of  ihe  said  court  interrogatories  for  the  examination  of 
the  plaintiff,  to  which  shall  be  prefixed  a  concise  statement  of  the  subjeots  on 
which  a  discovery  is  sought,  and  to  deliver  a  copy  of  such  interrogatories  to 
the  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor ;  and  such  plaintiff  uiall  be  boimd  to  answer  sudh 
interrogatories  in  like  manner  as  if  the  same  had  been  contained  in  a  bill  of 
discovery  filed  by  the  defendant  against  him  on  the  day  when  such  inter- 
rogatories shall  have  been  filed,  and  as  if  the  defendant  to  such  bill  of  dis- 
covery had  on  the  same  day  duly  appeared ;  and  the  practice  of  the  court 
with  reference  to  excepting  to  answers  for  insufficiency,  or  for  scandal,  shall 
extend  and  be  applicaole  to  answers  put  in  to  such  inteorogatories :  provided 
that  in  determining  the  materiality  or  relevancy  of  any  such  answer,  or  of 
any  exception  thereto,  the  court  is  to  have  regard,  in  suits  commenced  by 
bill,  to  Uie  statements  contained  in  the  original  bill,  and  in  the  answer  which 
may  have  been  put  in  thereto  by  the  defendant  exhibiting  such  interroga- 
tories for  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  in  suit  commenced  by  ^l^rn^ 
to  tiie  statements  therein,  and  in  any  affidavit  which  may  have  been  filed 
either  in  support  thereof  or  in  opposition  thereto:  provided  also,  that  a 
defendant,  if  ne  shall  think  fit  so  to  do,  may  exhibit  a  cross-bill  of  discovery 
against  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  filing  interrogatories  for  his  examination. 

C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  61  (pp.  6,  97—99,  111).  In  all  causes  in  any  of  the 
superior  courts  by  order  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  the  plaintiff  may,  witii  the 
declaration,  and  the  defendant  may,  with  the  plea,  or  either  of  them,  by 
leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  may  at  any  other  time  deliver  to  the  opposite 

Sarty  or  his  attorney  (provided  such  party,  if  not  a  body  corporate,  would  be 
able  to  be  called  and  examined  as  a  witness  upon  such  matter)  interroga- 
tories in  writing  upon  any  matter  as  to  which  discovery  may  be  sought,  and 
require  such  party,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  body  corporate  (p.  82)  any  of  the 
officers  of  such  body  corporate,  within  ten  days  to  answer  the  questions  in 
writing  by  affidavit,  to  be  sworn  and  filed  in  the  ordinary  way ;  and  any 
party  or  officer  (p.  77)  omitting  without  just  cause,  sufficiently  to  answer  all 
questions  as  to  which  a  discovery  may  be  sought  within  the  above  time,  or 
such  extended  time  as  the  court  or  a  judge  shall  allow,  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  committed  a  contempt  (p.  686)  of  the  court,  and  shall  be  liable  to  be 
proceeded  against  accordingly. 

Sect.  62.  (pp.  97—99.)  The  application  for  such  order  shall  be  made  upon  an 
affidavit  of  Uie  party  proposing  to  interrogate  and  his  attorney  or  agent,  or, 
in  the  case  of  a  body  corporate,  of  their  attorney  or  agent,  stating  that  the 
deponents  or  deponent  believe  or  believes  that  the  party  proposing  to  inter- 
rogate, whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  will  derive  materuu  benefit  in  the 
cause  from  the  discovery  which  he  seeks,  that  there  is  a  good  cause  of  action 
or  defence  upon  the  merits,  and,  if  the  application  be  made  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  discovery  is  not  sought  for  the  purpose  of  delay : 
provided  that,  where  it  shall  happen  from  unavoidable  circumstances,  that 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant  cannot  join  in  such  affidavit,  the  court  or  judge 
may,  if  Uiey  or  he  think  fit,  upon  affidavits  of  such  circumstances  by  which 
the  party  is  prevented  &om  so  joining  therein,  allow  and  order  that  the 
interrogatories  may  be  delivered  without  such  affidavit. 

E.  2.  In  deciding  upon  any  application  for  leave  to  exhibit 
interrogatories  the  court  or  judge  shall  take  into  account  any 
offer  which  may  be  made  by  the  party  sought  to  be  interrogatea, 
to  deliver  particulars  (p.  91),  or  to  make  admissions  (p.  91),  or  to 
produce  documents  relating  to  the  matter  in  question,  or  any  of 
them  (pp.  91,  123). 

This  role  is  new. 
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B.  3  (pp.  116y  592).  In  adjusting  the  costs  of  the  cause  or 
matter  inquiry  shall  at  the  instance  of  any  party  be  made  into 
the  propriety  of  exhibiting  such  interrogatories,  and  if  it  is  the 
opimon  of  the  taxing  officer  or  of  the  court  or  judge,  either 
with  or  without  an  application  for  inquiry,  that  such  interroga- 
tories have  been  exhibited  unreasonably  (pp.  100,  102)  vexa- 
tiously  (pp.  100,  102),  or  at  improper  length  (pp.  106,  107,  121, 
123),  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  said  interrogatories  and  the 
answers  thereto  shall  be  paid  in  any  event  by  the  party  in  fault. 

[The  old  rule  differed  only  in  these  respects :  the  court  must  inquire  or 
cause  inquiry  to  be  made :  the  words  *'with  or  without  an  application  for 
inquiry"  were  not  in  the  old  rule:  instead  of  the  words  ''paid  in  any 
event     was  the  word  **  borne."] 

B.  4.  Interrogatories  shall  [''may"  in  the  old  rule]  be  in  the 
Form  No.  6  in  Appendix  B.  (p.  625)  with  such  variations  as 
circumstances  may  require. 

E.  5  (pp.  77 — 84).  If  any  party  to  a  cause  or  matter  ["action" 
in  the  old  rule]  be  a  body  corporate  or  a  joint  stock  company, 
whether  incorporated  or  not,  or  any  other  (p.  77)  body  of 
persons,  empowered  by  law  to  sue  or  be  sued,  whether  in  its 
own  name  or  (p.  78)  in  the  name  of  any  officer  or  other  person, 
any  opposite  (p.  57)  party  may  apply  for  an  order  (p.  79) 
allowing  him  to  deliver  interrogatories  to  (p.  79)  any  member 
(pp.  78,  80)  or  officer  (pp.  78,  81)  of  such  corporation,  company, 
or  body,  and  an  order  may  be  made  accordingly. 

E.  6.  Any  (p.  108)  objection  to  answering  any  one  or  more 
of  several  interrogatories  on  the  ground  that  it  or  they  is  or  are 
scandalous  (p.  105)  or  irrelevant  (p.  110),  or  not  bona  fide  for 
the  purpose  of  the  cause  or  matter  (p.  110),  or  that  the  matters 
inquired  into  are  not  sufficiently  material  at  that  stage  (p.  110) 
or  on  any  other  ground  (p.  110)  may  be  taken  (p.  108)  in  the 
affidavit  in  answer. 

See  old  rules  in  place  of  rules  6  and  7,  anUf  p.  100. 

E.  7.  Any  interrogatories  may  be  set  aside  (pp.  100,  101) 
on  the  ground  that  they  have  been  exhibited  imreasonably 
(pp.  100—104)  or  vexatiously  (pp.  100 — 104)  or  struck  out 
(pp.  100,  105)  on  the  ground  that  they  are  prolix  (p.  106), 
oppressive  (p.  106),  unnecessary  (p.  106)  or  scandalous  (p.  105) ; 
and  any  application  for  this  purpose  may  be  made  within  seven 
days  after  service  of  the  interrogatories. 

See  old  rules  in  place  of  rules  6  and  7,  anCey  p.  100. 

E.  8.  Interrogatories  shall  be  answered  by  affidavit  (pp.  145, 
697)  to  be  filed  within  ten  days  (p.  143)  or  within  such  other 
time  as  a  judge  may  allow  (p.  143). 

E.  9.  An  affidavit  in  answer  to  interrogatories  shall  imless 
otherwise  ordered  by  a  judge  (p.  606)  if  exceeding  10  folios,  be 
printed  (pp.  125,  145)  and  shall  be  in  the  Form  No.  7  in  Appen- 
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dix  B.   with  such    yariations    as  ciroumstances    may    require 
(p.  145). 

[In  the  original  mle  the  number  of  folios  was  3  instead  of  10,  but  it  was 
snbsequentlj  altered  to  10 :  instead  of  **  shall  be  "  it  was  **  may  be."] 

B.  10.  No  exceptions  shall  be  taken  to  any  affidavit  in 
answer,  but  the  sufficiency  (pp.  145 — 146)  or  otherwise  of  any 
such  affidavit  objected  to  as  insufficient  shall  be  determined  by 
the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  606)  on  motion  or  summons  (p.  145). 

B.  11.  If  any  person  interrogated  omits  to  answer,  or  answers 
insufficiently  (pp.  109,  117,  145,  146,  584,  588)  the  party  interro- 

fating  may  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  for  an  order  requiring 
im  to  answer,  or  to  answer  further  as  the  case  may  be.  And  an 
order  may  be  made  requiring  him  to  answer  or  answer  further, 
either  by  affidavit  or  by  Yivk  voce  examination  (p,  146)  as  the 
judge  may  direct  (p.  145). 

[0.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  sect.  63  (pp.  147,  148).  In  case  of  omission,  without 
just  cause,  to  answer  sufficiently  such  written  interrogatories,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  court  or  a  judge,  at  their  or  his  discretion,  to  direct  an  oral 
examination  of  the  interrogated  party  as  to  such  points  (p.  147),  as  they  or 
he  may  direct  before  a  judge  or  master,  and  the  court  or  judge  may  by  such 
rule  or  order,  or  any  subsequent  rule  or  order,  command  the  attendance  of 
such  party  or  parties  before  the  person  appointed  to  take  such  examination, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  orally  examined  as  aforesaid,  or  the  production  of 
any  writings  or  other  documents  to  be  mentioned  in  such  rule  or  order,  and 
may  impose  therein  such  terms  as  to  such  examination,  and  the  costs  of  the 
application,  and  of  the  proceedings  thereon,  and  otherwise,  as  to  such  court 
or  judge  shall  seem  just. 

Sect.  54  provided  that  such  rule  or  order  should  have  the  same  force  and 
effect  and  be  proceeded  on  as  an  order  made  under  1  Will.  4,  c.  22. 

Sect.  65  provided  for  the  keeping  of  the  depositions,  for  office  copies,  and 
for  their  use  as  imder  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  22. 

Sect.  56  empowered  the  judge  or  master  to  make  a  special  report  to  the 
court  touching  the  examination,  and  the  conduct  or  abs^ce  of  any  witness 
or  other  person,  and  the  court  to  institute  proceedings  or  make  orders  on 
such  report. 

Sect.  67  provided  that  the  costs  of  the  application,  and  the  rule  or  order 
and  proceedings  thereon,  should  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  judge 
making  the  rule  or  order.] 

[Consol.  Ord.  XVI.  r.  19  (p.  148).  Upon  a  third  answer  being  held  to  be 
insufficient  the  court  may  order  the  defendant  to  be  examined  on  interroga- 
tories to  the  points  as  to  which  it  is  held  to  be  insufficient,  and  to  stand 
committed  until  he  shall  have  perfectly  answered  the  interrogatories ;  and 
the  defendant  shall  pay  such  costs  as  the  court  shall  think  fit  to  award.] 

R.  12.  Any  party  (p.  61)  may,  without  filing  any  affidavit 
(p.  157),  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  605)  for  an  order 
(p.  154)  directing  any  other  (p.  58)  party  (p.  61)  to  any  cause  or 
matter  (p.  572)  to  make  discovery  on  oath  (p.  597)  of  the  docu- 
ments which  are  or  have  been  (pp.  222,  224)  in  his  possession  or 
power  (p.  224)  relating  to  (pp.  182,  183)  any  matter  in  question 
therein.  On  (p.  158)  tha  hearing  of  such  application  the  court 
or  judge  may  either  refuse  (p.  156)  or  adjourn  (pp.  25 — 26,  158) 
the  same,  if  satisfied  that  such  discovery  is  not  necessary  (p.  156), 
or  not  necessary  at  that  stage  (p.  158)  of  the  cause  or  matter, 
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or  make  such  order,  either  generally  or  limited  (pp.  158,  182, 
183)  to  certain  dasses  of  documents,  as  may,  in  their  or  his 
discretion,  be  thought  fit. 

B.  13  (p.  221).  The  affidavit  to  be  made  by  a  party  against 
whom  such  order  as  is  mentioned  in  the  last  preceding  rule  has 
been  made,  shaU  specify  which,  if  any,  of  the  documents  therein 
mentioned  he  objects  to  produce,  and  it  shall  be  in  the  Form, 
No.  8,  in  Appendix  B,  with  such  variations  as  circumstances  may 
require. 

[Old  rule  12.  Anj  party  may  without  filing  an  affidavit,  apply  to  a  judge 
for  an  order  directing  any  other  party  to  the  action  to  make  discovery  on  oath 
of  the  documents  which  are  or  have  heen  in  his  possession  or  power  relating 
to  any  matter  in  question  in  the  action. 

The  old  rule  13  was  the  same  as  the  present  rule  13  except  that  the  words 
were  **  may  be'*  instead  of  **  shall  be."] 

[See  the  sections  of  the  Gh.  P.  Act  and  G.  L.  P.  Acta  dealing  with  produc- 
tion of  documents  post."] 

m 

E.  14  (pp.  152 — 153).  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  or  a 
judge  (p.  606)  at  any  time  (pp.  158,  567)  during  the  pendency 
(p.  606)  of  any  cause  or  matter  (p.  572),  to  order  the  production 
by  any  party  (pp.  58 — 59)  thereto,  upon  oath  (pp,  62,  85,  597), 
of  such  of  the  documents  in  his  possession  or  power  (pp.  153, 
191,  193)  relating  to  any  (pp.  153,  182,  183)  matter  in  question 
in  such  cause  or  matter,  as  the  court  or  judge  shall  think  right : 
and  the  court  may  deal  with  such  documents,  when  produced,  in 
such  manner  as  shall  appear  just. 

[The  old  rule  1 1  was  in  the  same  terms  except  that  the  words  were  **  action 
or  proceeding**  instead  of  *' cause  or  matter."] 

[Ch.  P.  Act,  1852,  s.  18  (pp.  152,  156).  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court 
upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  in  any  suit  in  the  said  court,  whether 
commenced  by  bill  or  by  claim,  and  as  to  a  suit  commenced  by  bill,  whether 
the  defendant  may  or  may  not  have  been  interrogated  as  to  the  possession  of 
documents,  to  make  an  oider  for  the  production  by  any  defendant,  upon  oath, 
of  such  of  the  documents  in  his  possession  or  power  relating  to  matters  in 
question  in  the  suit  as  the  court  shall  think  right ;  and  the  court  may  deal 
with  such  documents,  when  produced,  in  such  manner  as  shall  appear  just. 

Sect.  20.  It  shaU  be  lawful  for  the  court,  upon  the  application  of  any 
defendant  in  any  suit,  whether  commenced  by  bill  or  by  claim,  but  as  to 
suits  commenced  by  bill  where  the  defendant  is  required  to  answer  the 
plaintiff's  biU,  not  until  after  he  has  put  in  a  full  and  sufficient  answer  to  the 
bill,  unless  the  court  shall  make  any  order  to  the  contrary,  to  make  an  order 
for  the  production  by  the  plaintiff  in  such  suit,  on  oath,  of  such  of  the  docu- 
ments in  his  possession  or  power  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the 
suit  as  the  court  shaU  think  right ;  and  the  court  may  deal  with  such  docu- 
ments, when  produced,  in  such  manner  as  shaU  appear  just.] 

0.  L.  P.  Act,  1851  (ch.  99),  s.  6  (pp.  9, 152,  156).  Whenever  any  action  or 
other  legal  proceeding  shall  henceforth  be  pending  in  any  of  the  superior 
courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster  or  Dublin,  or  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  for  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  or  the  Court  of  Pleas  for  the 
county  of  Durham,  such  court  and  each  of  the  judg^  thereof  may  respec- 
tively, on  application  made  for  such  purpose  by  either  of  the  litigants, 
compel  the  opposite  party  to  allow  the  party  making  the  application  to 
inspect  aU  documents  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control  of  such  opposite 
party  relating  to  such  action  or  other  legal  proceeding,  and,  if  necessary,  to 
take  examinS  copies  of  the  same,  or  to  procure  the  same  to  be  duly  stamped 
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in  all  oasee  in  which,  preTions  to  the  paasing  of  this  act,  a  diaooTery  might 
have  been  obtained  by  filing  a  bill,  or  by  any  other  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
equity  at  the  instance  of  the  party  so  making  application  as  aloreeaid  to  the 
said  court  or  judge. 

0.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  8.  60  (pp.  9, 152, 156).  Upon  the  application  of  either 
party  to  any  cause  or  other  civil  proceeding  in  any  of  the  superior  courts, 
upon  an  affidavit  by  such  party  of  his  belieif  that  any  document,  to  the  pro- 
duction of  which  he  is  entitled  for  the  purpose  of  discovery  or  otherwise,  is 
in  the  posseBsion  or  power  of  the  opposite  party,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
court  or  judge  to  order  that  the  ps^y  against  whom  such  application  is 
made,  or  if  such  party  is  a  body  corporate,  that  some  officer  to  be  named  of 
such  body  corporate  (pp.  77,  84),  shall  answer  on  affidavit,  stating  what 
documents  he  or  they  has  or  have  in  his  or  their  possession  or  power  relating 
to  the  matters  in  dispute,  or  what  he  knows  as  to  the  custody  they  or  any  (3 
them  are  in,  and  whether  he  or  they  objects  or  object  (and  if  so,  on  what 
grrounds)  to  the  production  of  such  as  are  in  his  or  their  possession  or 
power ;  and  upon  such  affidavit  being  made,  the  court  or  judge  may  make 
such  further  order  thereon  as  shall  be  just. 

E.  15  (pp.  240 — 245).  Every  party  to  a  cause  or  matter  shall 
be  entitled,  at  any  time  (p.  567)  by  notice  in  writing,  to  give 
notice  to  any  other  party,  in  whose  pleadings  or  affidavits  refer- 
ence is  made  to  any  document,  to  produce  such  document  for 
the  inspection  of  the  party  giving  such  notice,  or  of  his  solicitor, 
and  to  permit  him  or  them  to  take  copies  thereof ;  and  any  party 
not  complying  with  such  notice  shall  not  afterwards  be  at  liberiy 
to  put  any  such  document  in  evidence  on  his  behalf  in  such  cause 
or  matter,  unless  he  shall  satisfy  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  606) 
that  such  document  relates  only  to  his  own  title,  he  being  a  de- 
fendant to  the  cause  or  matter,  or  that  he  had  some  other  cause 
or  excuse  which  the  court  or  judge  shall  deem  sufficient  for  not 
complying  with  such  notice :  in  which  case  the  court  or  judge 
may  allow  the  same  to  be  put  in  evidence  on  such  terms  as  to 
costs  and  otherwise  as  the  court  or  judge  shall  think  fit. 

R.  16  (pp.  240 — 245).  Notice  to  any  party  to  produce  any 
documents  referred  to  in  his  pleading  or  affidavits  smdl  be  in  the 
Form  No.  9  in  Appendix  B.  with  such  variations  as  circumstances 
may  require. 

R.  17  (pp.  241 — 245).  The  party  to  whom  such  notice  is  given 
shall,  within  two  days  from  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  if  all  the 
documents  therein  referred  to  have  been  set  forth  by  him  in  such 
affidavit  as  is  mentioned  in  rule  13,  or  if  any  of  the  documents 
referred  to  in  such  notice  have  not  been  set  forth  by  him  in  any 
such  affidavit,  then  within  four  days  from  the  receipt  of  such 
notice,  deliver  to  the  party  giving  the  same  a  notice  stating  a 
time  within  three  days  from  the  delivery  thereof,  at  which  the 
documents,  or  such  of  them  as  he  does  not  object  to  produce, 
may  be  inspected  at  the  office  of  his  solicitor,  or  in  the  case  of 
bankers'  books  or  other  books  of  account,  or  books  in  constant 
use  for  the  purposes  of  any  trade  or  business,  at  their  usual  place 
of  custody,  and  stating  which  (if  any)  of  the  documents  he  objects 
to  produce,  and  on  what  ground.     Such  notice  shall  be  in  the 


RULES  OF  ORD.  XXXI.  641 

Form  No.  10  in  Appendix  B.  with  such  variations  as  circum- 
stances  may  require. 

E.  18  (pp.  241 — 245).  If  the  party  served  with  notice  under 
rule  17  omits  to  give  such  notice  of  a  time  for  inspection  or 
objects  to  give  inspection,  or  offers  inspection  elsewhere  than  at 
the  office  of  his  solicitor,  the  judge  (p.  606)  may,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  party  desiring  it,  make  an  order  for  inspection  in  such 
place  and  in  such  manner  as  he  may  think  fit;  and,  except  in  the 
case  of  documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  or  affidavits  of  the 
party  against  whom  the  application  is  made,  or  disclosed  in  his 
affidavit  of  documents,  such  application  shall  be  founded  upon 
an  affidavit  showing  of  what  documents  inspection  is  sought,  that 
the  party  applying  is  entitled  to  inspect  them,  and  that  they  are 
in  the  possession  or  power  of  the  other  party. 

B.  19  (p.  284).  An  order  upon  the  lord  of  a  manor  to  aUow 
limited  inspection  of  the  court  rolls  may  be  made  on  the  applica- 
tion of  a  copyhold  tenant  supported  by  an  affidavit  that  he  has 
applied  for  inspection,  and  that  the  same  has  been  refused. 

This  rale  is  new. 

E.  20  (pp.  24 — 30).  If  the  party  from  whom  discovery  of 
any  kind  or  inspection  is  sought  objects  to  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  606)  may,  if  satisfied  that  the 
riffht  to  the  discovery  or  inspection  sought  depends  on  the  deter- 
nunation  of  any  issue  or  question  in  dispute  in  the  cause  or 
matter,  or  that  for  any  other  reason  it  is  desirable  that  any  issue 
or  question  in  dispute  in  the  cause  or  matter  should  be  deter- 
mined before  deciding  upon  the  right  to  the  discovery  or  inspec- 
tion, order  that  such  issue  or  question  be  determined  first,  and 
reserve  the  question  as  to  the  discovery  or  inspection. 

[The  old  rale  19  was  the  same  except  that  it  was  confiued  to  actions,  and 
did  not  extend  to  causes  or  matters  generally.] 

E.  21  (p.  583).  If  any  party  fails  to  comply  with  any  order  to 
answer  interrogatories,  or  for  discover}'  or .  inspection  of  docu- 
ments, he  shall  be  liable  to  attachment.  He  shall  also,  if  a 
plaintiff,  be  liable  to  have  his  action  dismissed  for  want  of  prose- 
cution, and,  if  a  defendant,  to  have  his  defence,  if  any,  struck 
out,  and  to  be  placed  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  not 
defended,  and  the  party  interrogating  may  apply  to  the  court  or 
a  judge  (p.  606)  for  an  order  to  that  effect,  and  an  order  may  be 
made  accordingly. 

E.  22  (p.  587),  Service  of  an  order  for  interrogatories  ("  inter- 
rogatories "  not  in  the  old  rule)  or  discovery  or  inspection  made 
against  any  party  or  his  solicitor  shall  be  sufficient  service  to 
{pund  an  application  for  an  attachment  for  disobedience  to  the 
order.  But  the  party  against  whom  the  application  for  an 
attachment  is  made  may  show  in  answer  to  the  application  that 
he  has  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  order. 

E.  23  (p.  587).  A  solicitor,  upon  whom  an  order  against  any 

D.  T  T 
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party  for  interrogatories  {"  interrogatories  "  not  in  the  old  rule) 
or  discovery  or  inspection  is  served  under  the  last  preceding  rule, 
who  neglects  without  reasonable  excuse  to  give  notice  thereof  to 
his  client,  shall  be  liable  to  attachment. 

B.  24  (p.  600).  Any  party  may,  at  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
matter,  or  issue,  use  in  evidence  any  one  or  more  of  the  answers 
or  any  part  of  an  answer  of  the  opposite  party  to  interrogatories 
without  putting  in  the  others  or  the  whole  of  such  answer :  pro- 
vided always,  that  in  Such  case  the  judge  may  look  at  the  whole 
of  the  answers,  and  if  he  shaU  be  of  opinion  that  any  others  of 
them  are  so  connected  with  those  put  in  that  the  last  mentioned 
answers  ought  not  to  be  used  without  them,  he  may  direct  them 
to  be  put  in. 

The  old  rule  applied  only  to  the  trial  of  an  action  or  iasae :  and  the  words 
"  or  any  part  of  an  answer ''  and  *'  or  the  whole  of  sach  answer"  were  not 
in  it. 

E.  25  (p.  592).  In  every  cause,  or  matter,  the  costs  of  dis- 
covery, by  interrogatories  or  otherwise,  shall,  imless  otherwise 
ordered  by  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  606),  be  secured  in  the  first 
instance,  as  provided  by  rule  26  of  this  order,  by  the  party  seek- 
ing such  discovery,  and  shall  be  allowed  as  part  of  his  costs 
where,  and  only  where,  such  discovery  shall  appear  to  the  judge 
at  the  trial,  or,  if  there  is  no  trial,  to  the  court  or  a  judge,  or 
shall  appear  to  the  taxing  officer,  to  have  been  reasonably  asked 
for. 

This  role  is  new. 

!R.  26  (p.  594).  Any  party  seeking  discovery  by  interroga- 
tories shall,  before  delivery  of  interrogatories,  pay  into  court  to 
a  separate  account  in  the  action,  to  be  called  '*  Security  for  costs 
account,"  to  abide  further  order,  the  sum  of  5/.,  and  if  the 
number  of  folios  exceeds  five,  the  further  sum  of  lO*.  for  every 
additional  folio.  Any  party  seeking  discovery  otherwise  than  by 
interrogatories  shall,  before  making  application  for  discovery, 
pay  into  court,  to  a  like  account,  to  abide  farther  order,  the  sum 
of  51.  y  and  may  be  ordered  further  to  pay  into  court  as  aforesaid 
such  additional  sum  as  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  606)  shall  direct. 
The  party  seeking  discovery  shall,  with  his  interrogatories,  or 
order  for  discovery,  serve  a  copy  of  the  receipt  for  the  said  pay- 
ment into  court,  and  the  time  for  answering  or  making  discovery 
shaU  in  all  cases  commence  from  the  date  of  such  service.  The 
party  from  whom  discovery  is  sought  shall  not  be  required  to 
answer  or  make  discovery  unless  and  until  the  said  payment  has 
been  made. 

This  rule  is  new. 

B.  27  (p.  594).  Unless  the  court  or  a  judge  (p.  606)  shall  at 
or  before  the  trial  otherwise  order,  the  amount  standing  to  the 
credit  of  the  *'  Security  fox  costs  account"  in  any  cause  or  matter, 
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Bhall  after  the  cauae  or  matter  has  been  finally  disposed  of  be 
paid  out  to  the  party  by  whom  the  same  was  paid  in  on  his  re- 
quest, or  to  his  solicitor  on  such  party's  written  authority,  in  the 
event  of  the  costs  of  the  cause  or  matter  being  adjudged  to  him, 
but,  in  the  event  of  the  court  or  judge  ordering  him  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  cause  or  matter,  the  amount  in  court  shall  be  subject 
to  a  lien  for  the  costs  ordered  to  be  paid  to  any  other  party. 

This  rale  is  new. 

B.  27a.  If  after  a  cause  or  matter  has  been  finally  disposed  of, 
by  consent  or  otherwise,  no  taxation  of  costs  shall  be  required, 
the  taxing  officer,  master,  or  chief  clerk  (as  the  case  may  be), 
may,  either  by  consent  of  the  parties,  or  on  being  satisfied  that 
any  party  who  has  lodged  any  money  to  the  "  security  for  costs 
account  "  in  such  cause  or  matter  has  become  entitled  to  have 
the  same  paid  out  to  him,  give  a  certificate  to  that  efi^ect,  which 
certificate  shall  be  acted  on  and  have  effect  in  all  respects  as  if 
the  same  had  been  an  order  made  in  the  said  cause  or  matter. 

This  rule  is  new  (Oct.  1884). 

B.  28  (p.  87).  In  any  action  against  or  by  a  sheriff  in  respect 
of  any  matters  connected  with  me  execution  of  his  office,  the 
court  or  a  judge  (p.  606)  may,  on  the  application  of  either  party, 
order  that  the  affidavit  to  be  made  in  answer  either  to  interroga- 
tories or  to  an  order  for  discovery  shall  be  made  by  the  officer 
actually  concerned. 

This  rule  is  new. 
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ABSTRACJT  OF  TITLE,  443. 

ACCOUNT  BOOK,  made  out  for  lue  of  solicitor,  428. 

ACCOUNTANT, 

inspection  by,  178 — 179. 

reports  of,  employed  by  solicitor,  394. 

ACCOUNTS, 

setting  out,  in  answer  to  interrogatories,  125. 
how  to  be  set  ont,  126. 

offering  inspection  of  documents  containing  the  aoeoiints, 
126. 
where  only  consequentially  relevant,  25 — 30. 
where  material  for  getting  inmiediate  decree,  28 — 29. 

knowing  whether  worth  while  to  gt)  on  with  action,  28 — 29. 
of  testator's  estate  for  this  purpose,  28. 
executor,  obligation  of,  to  set  out  accounts,  29 — 30. 
mortgagee,  33. 

counfy  ratepayers,  inspection  by,  of  county  accounts,  283. 
whether  withm  rule  protecting  party's  documentary  evidence, 
493. 

ACTION, 

definition  of,  11. 
discovery  in,  10. 

ACTIONS  FOR  DISCOVERT,  5,  10,  609. 

discovery  obtainable  by,  now  obtainable  in  the  proceedings  for 

relief,  10. 
of  rare  occurrence  under  present  procedure,  10,  609. 
instances  since  the  Jud.  Act,  609. 

instances  of  biUs  of  discovery  in  equity,  609,  612,  613,  614. 
in  -aid  of  the  Common  Law,  Probate  and  Ecclesiastical  Courts 

before  and  after  the  C.  L.  P.  Acts,  5,  613. 
definition  and  characteristics  of,  609 — 611. 
distinction  between  action  for  discovery,  and  for  discovery  by 

way  of  relief,  276,  609,  n. 
old  equity  practice  as  to  combining  relief  and  discovery  in  one 
suit,  609—610.    - 
as  to  changing  action  for  discovery  into  action  for  relief,  and 
vice  versd,  610. 
adding  prayer  for  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  610. 
persons  against  whom  an  action  for  discovery  can  be  maintained, 
40,  n.,  614. 
against  parties  to  the  proceedings  in  aid  of  which  the  dis- 
covery is  sought,  40,  n.,  614. 
against  persons  tu  discover  names  of  other  persons  to  insti- 
tute proceeding  against  them,  40,  n.,  612,  614. 
to  ascertain  relation  in  which  persons  stood,  45. 
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ACTIONS  FOR  DISCOVERT— (wi/mtitfrf. 

persons  by  whom  an  action  for  diaooverr  can  be  maintained,  612. 

who  might  be  joined  as  oo-plainti£c,  612. 
proceedings  in  aid  of  which  an  action  for  disoovezy  can  be  main- 
tained, 613. 
must  be  dvil,  613. 
already  commenced,  613 — 614. 
intended  to  be  instituted,  612,  614. 

by  defendant  in  anticipation  of  proceedings  against  him, 
612. 
courts  in  aid  of  which  an  action  for  disoovery  entertained,  613. 
where  the  courts  can  grant  the  discovery,  613. 
objections  which  can  be  taken  to  actions  for  disoorery,  614 — 617. 
to  the  particular  discorery,  the  same  as  in  an  action  for 

relief,  615. 
to  any  discovery  at  all  being  required,  615. 
form  and  nature  of  statement  ot  claim  in  action  for  disooTery, 

610. 
how  brought  to  an  end,  611. 
costs  of,  618. 
injunction  staying  the  proceedings  in  aid  of  defence  to  which  it 

is  sought,  617. 
how  production  of  documents  obtained,  practice  as  to,  611. 
reading  the  answer,  601,  611. 

amendmg  actions  for  discovery,  supplemental  actions,  618. 
penalties  and  remedies  for  default  in  giving  Uie  ^scovery,  619. 

ADMIRALTY  CAUSES,  564. 

how  affected  by  Rules  of  Supreme  Court,  564. 

old  powers  of  ordering  discovery  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  565. 

in  salvage  action  inspection  of  policies  and  bills  of  lading,  565. 

the  preliminary  act,  565. 

int^rogatories  seeking  information  which  wotdd  be  disclosed  by 

the  preliminary  act,  566. 
practice  as  to  particulars,  566. 
inspection  by  Trinity  Masters,  party,  witness  or  others  of  ship  or 

personal  or  real  property  under  Admiralty  Act,  1861 . .  566. 
di^very  of  names  of  owners  of  ship  from  defendant  sued  in 

-personam  before  petition  filed,  566. 
affidavit  of  documents  by  defendant  after  appearance,  160. 

ADMIRALTY,  LORDS  OF.    See  Crown. 
reports  to,  by  officer  of  ship,  548. 

ADMISSIONS, 

offer  to  make,  where  application  for  leave  to  interrogate,  91. 

discovery  for  purpose  of  obtaining,  2,  142,  448. 

of  relevancy,  see  Relevant  DoeumenU ;  of  possession,  see  I^>8semon 

or  Fower. 
what  may  be  looked  at  to  impeach  truth  of  affidavit  of  documents 

or  claim  to  protection,  109,  214,  503. 
made  to  other  persons,  interrogating  as  to,  359. 

AFFIDAVIT  OF  DOCUMENTS, 

form  of,  and  of  order  and  application  for,  629,  630. 
how  introduced  into  chancery,  155 — 156. 

common  law,  156. 
order  for.     See  Order  for  Jffidavit  of  Documents. 
whether  matter  of  course  at  proper  stage,  12,  156. 
whether  affidavit  necessary  on  application  for,  157. 
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AFFIDAVIT  OF  DOCUMENTS— «»i/i«Mtfi. 
Id  actions  for  recoyery  of  land.    See  Zand, 
stage  at  which  ordered.    See  Sta4^e  of  Action. 
adjouminff  the  application,  26,  26,  166,  168. 
limiting  the  affidavit  to  particular  classes  of  documents,  26,  26, 

156,  168. 
form  of,  obligatory,  221—222,  630. 
necessary  to  interrogate  sometimes  by  reason  of  its  general  form, 

212,  223. 
must  be  made  in  the  same  way  as  answer  to  interrogatories,  161, 

220. 
proper  examination  of  and  search  for  documents,  220. 
where  the  documents  numerous,  or  abroad,  or  not  in  party's  own 

possession,  220—221. 
time  and  expense  no  objection,  221. 
where  documents  are  lost,  220. 
by  some  other  person  on  party's  behalf,  62. 
by  all  the  plaintiffs :  where  one  unable  to  join,  87,  88. 
men  a  further  affidavit  can  be  ordered,  210,  211,  212. 
distinction  between  ordering  further  affidavit  and  further  answer, 

211. 
where  a  further  affidavit  cannot  be  ordered,  and  any  documents 

suspected  to  be  wrongly  omitted,  or  anything  falsely  stated, 

only  course  to  interrogate,  212. 
sufficiency  or  insuffidenoy  of,  210. 

appHoation,  form  of,  when  alleged  to  be  insufficient,  210. 
THiether  legitimate  to  interrogate  in  place  of  applying  for  further 

affidavit,  211. 
conclusiveness  of,  211,  489.    And  see  MeUvant  Documents. 
cross-examining  on  or  contradicting  the  affidavit,  211 — 212. 
where  the  affidavit  is  discredited  or  inconsistent,  210,  214. 
sources  into  which  the  court  can  look  to  test  the  truth  of  the 

affidavit,  214. 
suspicion  as  to  its  truth,  211,  217 — 218. 

course  pursued  by  court  where  the  affidavit  is  insufficient,  as 
wrongly  omitting  documents,  216,  218 — 219. 
further  general  or  particular  affidavit,  218 — 219. 
order  declaring  the  affidavit  insufficient,  219,  684. 
description  of  documents,  what  is  sufficient  for  purpose  of  affidavit 

and  of  claim  to  protection.    See  Description, 
stating  objections  to  produce,  230.    And  see  Objections  to  Discovery. 
suggested  forms  for  stating  objections,  630. 
validity  of  claim  to  protection,  230.    And  see  OatJi. 
further  affidavit  allowed  to  make  g^ood  claim  to  protection,  231. 
sealing  or  covering  up  parts  of  documents.    See  Sealing  up. 

What  documents  xniuBt  be  included  aa  in  hia  possession 
or  power,  224—227. 
meaning  of,  for  purpose  of  affidavit,  224,  226. 
documents  in  the  possession  of  his  solicitor  agent  &c.,  226 — 

226. 
former  agents,  227. 
in  his  own  possession,  224. 
which  have  been  in  his  possession  or  power,  222. 
bankrupt  as  to  documents  in  his  trastee's  possession,  222. 
lost  or  destroyed  documents,  222 — 223. 

What  documents  must  be  included  as  relating  to  any 
matters  in  question.  See  as  to  what  are  documents  re- 
lating to  the  matters  in  question  or  relating  to  a  particular 
matter  in  question,  Relevancy. 
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AFFIDAVIT  OF  DOCUMENTS-(wi/mi«irf. 
Purpose  of,  224,  226,  227. 

not  only  to  obtain  production  of  documentB  in  party's  Bole 

possession,  224. 
to  discover  existence  and  whereabouts  of  other  documents, 
182,  224. 
names  of  persons  haying  possession  of  them, 
182,  224. 
to  get  discovery  of  their  contents  by  subsequent  interroga- 
tories, 224. 

AFFIDAVITS, 

inspection  of  doctmients  referred  to  in,  242.    And  see  Pleadings, 
meaning  of,  in  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  15 — 18.  .242. 

not  the  affidavit  of  documents,  242. 

not  affidavits  of  discovery,  242. 

in  a  petition,  242. 

AGENTS, 

information  of,  party's  obligation  to  obtain,  138.    And  see  Bodies. 
knowledge  of  agent  that  of  principal,  139. 
where  the  information  has  been  obtained  in  the  course  of 

collecting  evidence,  141. 
production  of   the  document  containing  the  information, 

139,  n. 
in  respect  of  what  matters  and  when  he  must  obtain  their 

information,  139,  140. 
where  interrogated  as  to  the  information  of  a  particular 

agent,  140. 
agents  abroad :  past  agents,  142. 
collecting  agents  of  a  railway  company :  officers  and  crew  of 

ship,  139. 
as  to  the  working  of  mines,  mill,  140. 

disclosure  of  the  material  facts,  not  the  evidence  of  the 
facts,  141. 
documents  in  the  possession  or  "being  the  property  of, 

whether  necessary  to  include  them  in  the  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments, 225—227. 
discovery  of  their  contents,  135 — 137. 

production  of  them,  194,  195,  196,  199,  200,  208.    See  Foe- 
session  or  Fower. 
where  doubtful,  whether  the  documents  are  the  agent's  or 
the  principal's,  208. 
reports  from,  416.    See  Privilege  Legal, 
of  solicitors,  401.     See  Privilege  Legal, 
who  may  inspect  as  party's  agents,  177.    See  Inspect, 
made  parties  for  purpose  of  discovery  or  costs.    See  Interest^  no 
Person  without. 

AGREEMENT,  production  of,  or  discovery  as  to,  267,  266,  467. 

ALIEN,  disability  of,  whether  a  penalty,  333. 

ALIUNDE,  whether  objection  to  discovery  that  evidence  can  be 
got,  2,  299. 

AMENDED  PLEADINGS,  discovery  in  aid  of,  699. 

AMENDING, 

answers  to  interrogatories,  150. 
inteiTog^tories,  149. 
actions  for  discovery,  618. 
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ANSWEB, 

inBofficienoy  of.    See  Further  Aiuwer. 

irnth  of,  court  cannot  try,  109,  129,  146. 

form  of :  printing,  145. 

combined  with  defence  in  equity,  14. 

full  answer,  practice  83  to,  in  equity,  14,  26,  30 — 31,  108. 

present  practice,  108. 
qual^ying  or  explaining  or  giving  reasons  for  making  an  answer, 

117. 
stating  gfrounds  of  belief,  118. 

stating  supererogatory  matter  or  matter  of  defence,  117 — 118. 
where  interrogating  piarty  embarrassed  by  insertion  of  explanatory 

or  supererogatory  matter,  117. 
may  dfum  protection  for  any  document  referred  to,  118. 
the  particularity  of  an  answer,  119. 
fair  and  substantial  answer,  121 — 122. 
referring  to  other  parts  of  the  answer,  120. 
other  documents,  123,  124, 125. 
documents  prepared  for  the  purpose,  125. 
ofiPering  inspection  of  documents  by  way  of  answer,  123 — 124. 
evasire,  illusive,  or  embarrassing  answer,  117,  120 — 121,  146. 

Answering     according     to  .  knowledge    information 
recoUection  and  belief,  127. 
what  are  equiiralent  expressions,  127. 

as  to  facts  not  happening  in  the  party's  own  knowledge,  128. 
personal  knowledge,  128. 
as  to  having  formed  no  belief,  128. 
as  to  recent  facts,  129. 
as  to  having  no  recollection,  129. 

as  to  his  recollection  of  the  contents  of  doouments,  130 — 134. 
specific  interrogatories  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  matters 

to  his  recollection,  133. 
obligation  of  party  to  give  his  and  his  agents'  information, 
information  contained  in  documents,  information  of  other 
persons.     See  Informatiofiy  Farty  bound  to  discover  his. 
interrogatories  as  to  documents.    See  Iheuments,  Interrogatories 

as  to. 
reading  whole  or  part  of  answer.    See  heading  Answer, 
reading  answer  against  other  persons.    See  Reading  Answer. 
documents  referred  to  in  or  forming  part  of  answer.    See  Pleadings, 

APPEAL,  DISCOVERT  FOR  PURPOSE  OF,  604. 

bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  appeal  to  Privy  Council,  605. 

APPEALS  FROM  ORDERS  FOR  DISCOVERT,  598. 
except  on  points  of  principle,  fruitless,  598. 
where  judg^e  has  himself  inspected  the  documents,  233. 
stay  of  proceedings  pending,  698. 

APPLICATIONS  FOR  OR  RELATING  TO  DISCOVERT,  606. 
persons  having  jurisdiction  to  hear  them,  606. 

master,  registrar  in  Probate  Division,  district  registrar,  pro- 
thonota^  of  Common  Pleas  at  Lancaster,  chief  clerk, 
official  referee,  606. 
mode  of  making,  605. 
costs  of.    See  Costs. 

ARBITRATIONS  OR  REFERENCES,  673—574. 
powers  of  judge  and  arbitrator  or  referee,  573—574. 
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ABBITBATORS.    See  Interett,  no  I^ton  without. 

ATTACHMENT.    See  DefauU, 

against  officer  or  member  anawezing  for  bodj.    See  BodUo. 

ATTOBNEY.     See  Privilege  Legal;  SoUeitor  ;  and  Ph>fu»umal  Buei' 

ness. 
diflooyery  penaliamg  his  client,  342. 
possession  by,  of  cuent*s  documents,  44,  195,  196,  199,  426,  429. 

Ajid  see  Fosseseion  or  Power, 
what  are  his  and  what  are  his  client's  dooaments,  208. 
made  party  for  costs  as  implicated  in  fraud.    See  Interest,  no 

Person  without. 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL.    See  Crown  and  BeUUor. 
AUCTIONEER.    See  Interest,  no  Person  without. 
AVERAGE  STATEMENT.    See  Shipping  Documents. 


BANE  OF  ENGLAND,  books  of  goyemment  stock,  289,  648. 

BANKERS,   discoYezy  from,  of  accounts  of  or  dealings  with  cus* 
tomers,  306. 

BANKERS'  BOOKS,  INSPECTION  OF.    See  Place  of  Production. 

BANKRUPT, 

might  bring  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of  defence  to  action,  54. 
whether  might  be  made  party  for  purpose  of  discoyery,  53. 
discovery  from,  45,  63 — 65. 


of  documents  in  his  possession,  55. 
where  fraud  charged,  54. 

whether  must  make  affidavit  of  documents  in  possession  of  trus- 
tee, 45,  n.,  222. 

discovery  of  articles  pawned  by  or  purchased  from  him  without 
notice  of  bankruptcy,  639. 

concealing  bankrupt's  goods :  bill  of  discovery  against  strangers, 
576. 

discoveiy  of  acts  vitiating  certificate,  576. 
And  see  Bankruptcy  Act. 

BANKRUPTCY, 

acts  of,  on  which  plaintiffs  relied,  451. 
office  copies  of  examinations  in,  398,  412. 

BANKRUPTCY  ACT,  DISCOVERY  UNDER, 

any  party  to  any  proceeding  may  get  discovery  from  any  other 

party,  675. 
power  to  summon  any  person  suspected  as  having  debtor's  pro- 
perty, or  who  can  give  information,  or  for  production  of 
documents,  575. 
object  of  this  power,  discovery  not  testimony,  575. 
production  of  mortgage  deed  by  mortgagee,  575. 
lien  of  solicitor,  675. 

examination  on  oath  or  written  interrogatories,  575. 
where  debtor  summoned,  cannot  refuse  to  answer  on  ground 

of  having  conmiitted  offence  under  the  act,  576. 
any  other  person  may  object  on  criminatory  gprounds,  576. 
And  see  Bankrupt. 
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BELIEF.    See  as  to  answering  aoooiding  to,  under  Answer, 
derired  from  privileged  oommimications,  362. 
as  to  the  effect  of  documents,  602. 

stating  grounds  of :  if  admissible,  118 :  if  obligatory,  128. 
whether  equivalent  to  admission  of  fact,  118,  127. 

BILL  OF  DISCOVERT.    See  Action  fir  Discovery. 

BILLS  OR  NOTES, 

whether  capable  of  protection  as  party's  evidence,  248,  249,  493. 
where  part  of  mortgagee's  securi^,  544. 

BILLS  OF  COSTS,  208,  396. 

BODIES  CORPORATE  OR  OTHER,  DISCOVERT  FROM.    And 

see  Agents. 
by  officers  or  members  on  its  behalf,  73. 
officers  or  members  made  defendants  for  purpose  of  discovery 

under  chancery  practice,  73 — 74,  81. 
extent  of  the  discovery  required  from  the  body  through  its  officers 

or  members,  75. 
as  to  matters  antecedent  to  the  appointment  of  the  existing 

officers,  75. 
not  by  any  officer  or  member  selected  by  the  adversary,  76. 
whether  a  conation  of  the  right  of  the  body  to  sue,  that  it  can 

put  forward  some  person  who  can  g^ve  discovery  on  its  behalf, 

stay  of  proceedings,  76,  79,  n. 

whether  provisions  of  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21,  will  be  applied  in  the 

event  of  the  body  failing  to  g^ve  the  discovery,  76. 
as  to  using  the  process  of  the  court  against  the  officer  or  member, 

77.. 
attachment  issued  against  directors  at  instance  of  liquidator  on 

the  company's  behalf,  77. 
discovery  penalising  the  body,  342. 
what  bodies  are  within  the  iiile — 
foreign  republics,  74. 

body  suing  by  its  public  officer:   clerk  of  commissioners: 
corporation  sole,  78. 

Interrogatories,  77. 
who  are  officers,  78. 

when  a  member  will  be  directed  to  answer,  80. 
how  officers  or  members  selected,  79 — 80. 
old  chancery  practice  as  to  selection,  81. 
form  of  order,  79. 
object  of  appUcation  to  court,  79. 
oUigation  of  directors  to  get  information  from  other  officers, 

81. 
position  of  officer  or  member  oalled  on  to  answer,  82 — 83. 
his  costs,  82—83. 
application  made  against,  and  objection  taken  by,  the  body, 

82. 
town  clerk  pleading  professional  privilege,  83. 
reading  the  answer  against  the  body,  83,  607. 
use  of  the  answer,  84. 
where  the  answer  may  expose  the  body  to  penalties,  84. 

Diflcoverv  and  production  of  documentSi 

how  ootained  from  the  body,  84. 
form  of  order,  84. 

whether  order  made  against  a  particular  officer,  77,  85 — 86. 
where  the  company  had  ceased  to  carry  on  business,  85 — 86. 
where  officer  unable  to  get  access  to  the  documents,  85. 
affidavit  of  documents  must  be  made  by  some  person  who 
knows  what  doouments  there  are,  86. 
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BONA  FIDE,  where  object  of  duooTory  not,  108, 110,  807—308. 

BOOKS  OF  A  BUSINESS  OR  OF  ACCOUNTS,  INSPECTION 
OF. 
See  Flaee  ofFroduetion,  Sutimsa,  and  Evidence  SuU  Protecting ^ 
on  p.  663. 
ofiPering  inspection  of,  by  way  of  answer  to  interrogatories,  124. 

BOUGHT  AND  SOLD  NOTES,  INVOICES,  &o.,  613. 

BOUNDARIES,  inspection  in  cases  of  disputed.    See  Evidence  Rule 
Froteetiftff,  on  p.  663,  and  Meir. 

BREACH  OF  PROMISE  ACTION, 

inspection  in,  267,  515,  569. 
diBcoTery  of  promise,  2. 

BRIEF,  397,  406,  445.    See  Privileqe  Legal. 

prodootion  of  matter  of  publici  juris  in,  397,  898. 

BROKER,  514.    See  Business. 

discovery  exposing  to  penalties  for  non-qualification  or  breach  of 
oath,  338,  339,  340. 

BUSINESS.    And  see  Books, 

disclosure  of  party's  business  affairs,  dealings,  300,  304,  306,  467. 


CASE,  discovery  of  the  nature  of  a  party's.    See  Evidence. 

CESTUI  QUE  TRUST.    See  Trustee. 

CHAMBERS,  discovery  in  proceedings  in,  567—669,  572,  606. 

CHANCERY  PRACTICE,  how  far  surviving  or  prevailing ;  where 
conflicting  with  common  law  practice :  how  far  old  common 
law  practice  surviving.    See  Discovery. 

CHAPTER  CHARTERS,  INSPECTION  OF,  289.    And  see  JPublie 
Documents. 

CHIEF  CLERK,  567,  572,  606. 

CHURCHWARDENS'  ACCOUNTS,  INSPECTION  OF,  283.  And 
see  FubUc  Documents. 

CIVIL  PROCEEDINGS,  discovery  only  admissible  in  or  in  aid  of,  3, 
282,  613. 

CIVIL  SUIT, 

exposure  to,  no  g^round  for  refusing  discovery,  301. 
expofi^ing  other  persons  to,  307. 

CLERGYMAN,  302. 

CLERK, 

where  under  oath  of  secrecy,  302. 

of  solicitor  or  barrister,  367,  396,  401,  438. 

CLERK  OF  COMMISSIONERS,  discoveiy  from,  78,  n. 

CLIENT.     See  Privilege  Legal  Professional. 
how  privilege  affected  by  deatii  of,  386. 
persons  claiming  under,  how  far  can  assert  privilege  of  client, 

385,  386,  427. 
discovery  of  name  of.    See  Names. 

handwriting,  438 :  identity,  438 :  residence,  489. 
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CO-DEFENDANT, 

taking  as  agent  to  inapect,  178. 

inspection  of  plaintifns  copy  of  doomnentprodaoed  for  inspection 

by,  207,  239. 
disooTery  from,  57 — 69.    See  OppotiU  Forty, 

CO-DEFENDANTS  (AND    CO-PLAINTIFFS),    oommnnioations 
between, 
under  what  oircumstanoes  ^privileged,  422 — 423. 
for  purpose  of  oommnnication  to  the  solicitor,  423. 

of  either,  424. 
co-defendant  acting  as  medinm  of  oommnnication,  424. 

ag^t  of  solicitor,  422. 
between  defendants  and  oo-shareholders  or  directors,  424. 
between  agents  or  committees  of  a  corporation  relating  to  litiga- 
tion, 422. 
memoranda  of  proceedings  of  creditors'  meeting,  422. 

COLLATERAL, 

not  to  nse  documents  sabjeot  of  order  for  inspection  for  collateral 

purposes,  238,  294,  308. 
oommnnications  to  solicitors  from  collateral  quarters,  collateral 

matters,  432,  436.    See  Frivilege  Legal, 

COMMON, 

dlBcoyery  as  to  rights  of.    See  Manor, 

in  what  instiannflB  exercised,  462. 

documents  forming  common  title  of  plaintiff  and  defendant,  272. 

COMPANY, 

reports  from  agents  of,  416.    See  Privilege  Legal, 

^Usoovery  from,  through  its  members  and  officers.     See  Bodies, 

Bight  of  Bhareliolder  and  other  penons  to  izispection 
and  discovery.    See  also  Corporation. 
Where  the  company  not  in  liquidation, 

inspection  under  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1846,  and  similar  private  acts,  290. 
nature  of  right,  and  for  what  purpose,  290 — 291. 
as  to  stating  the  object  of  the  mspectiou,  291. 
practice,  291. 
inspection  of  register  of  mortgages  under  Companies 
Act,  1862..  291. 
of  minute  books  of  directors'  proceeding^  292. 
execution  creditor,  inspection  by,  292. 
in  a  petition  inspection  by  the  petitioner,  292 — 293. 

of  documents  referred  in  company's  affidavit  under 
Old.  XXXI.  r.  16.. 292. 
production  on    cross-examination  of   officer  of   com- 
pany, 292. 
inspection  of  register,  allotment  and  agenda  books  in 

action  for  caUs,  292. 
inspection  in  action  for  libel  by  company  against  share- 
holder, 293,  613. 
cost-book  company  under  Stannaries  Act,  293. 
Where  the  company  is  in  liqtiidation. 

shareholders'  right  of  inspection  under  articles  of  aaso- 

dation,  293. 
creditors'  and  contributories'  right  of  inspection  under 

Companies  Act,  1862  .  294. 
by  accountant  on  their  behalf. .  294. 
liquidator's  duty  and  right  to  give  and  have  discovery. 
See  Liquidator, 
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C0MPR03USE,  dooaments  lelating  to,  186. 

CONCLUSIVENESS  of  oath  of  party  giving  diflcOTeiy,  109,  211, 
212,  230,  603. 

CONDmONAL  LnOTATION,  whether  a  forfeiture,  336. 

OONFESSO,  TAKING  BILL  PRO, 
bill  for  relief,  685,  590. 
discovery,  619. 

CONFTDENCE, 

breach  of,  whether  any  protection  against  giving  discovery,  206, 

208,  302. 
distinction  between  voluntary  disdosnre  and  diBclosare  by  way 

of  discoveiT,  206,  208,  302. 
letters  or  other  documents  entrusted  to  a  party  in  oonfidenoe, 
206—207,  303. 
production :  disdosnre  of  their  contents,  135,  206—208,  226, 
305. 

CONFIDENCE,  LEGAL  PROFESSIONAL.      And  see  THvile^e 
Legal,  350—351,  378,  431,  433, 436. 

CONFLICT  where  Chancery  and  Common  Law  practices.    See  J!>w- 
covtry. 

CONSCIENCE, 

interrogatories  to  search  the  party's  conscience  as  to  his  case,  448. 
discovery  where  the  parties'  rights  are  in  conscience  equal,  535. 

CONSEQUENTIAL  DISCOVERY,  24. 

rules  of  Ord.  XXXI.  dealing  with,  24—26. 

facilities  for  postponing  under  present  practice,  24 — 26. 

when  enforced  and  when  withheld,  25—27,  298. 

interrogatories,  25—27,  108,  110. 

discovery  and  production  of  documents,  25 — 27,  155,  182. 

accounts.    See  Aeeountt, 

where  immediate  judgment  might  be  taken  for  admitted  amount, 

28—29. 
where  it  may  enable  plaintiff  to  see  whether  worth  while  to  go 
on  with  action,  28 — 29. 
accounts  of  testator's  estate :   seouritieB  of   incumbranoer, 
28,  29. 
old  chancery  practice  as  to,  25,  30 — 34. 

demurrer  plea  and  mle  of  fall  answer,  25,  30 — 31. 

not  solely  a  technical  rule,  28. 

in  respect  of  production  of  documents,  31 — 32. 

CONSIGNORS,  discovery  of  names  of,  40,  n.,  609,  612.    And  see 
Barnes, 

CONSPIRACY,  whether  liability  to  proseoutioii  for,  protection  from 
discovery,  340. 

CONTEMPT.    See  Default  in  giving  Discovery, 

how  far  party  in  contempt  entitled  to  disoovezy,  603. 

CONTRACT,  whether  right  to  diBoovety  can  be  lost  by,  308. 

CONVERSATION, 

discovery  of  party's  version  of,  456. 

substance  not  details,  122,  456. 

with  deceased  person,  456,  457.    And  see  Deeeated  Ferean, 

the  occasion  of,  457. 
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CONVETAKCER,  priTilege  of,  367. 

COPIES, 

copies,  abstracts  or  extracts  under  order  or*  notice  for  inspection, 
174—176. 
charge  for,  174 — 176. 
coots  of.     See  Costs. 
photographic  copies,  176. 

whether  defenduit  entitled  to  inspect  plaintifTs  copj  of  co- 
defendant's  document,  239. 
copies,  &c.,  of  documents  constituting  the  party's  evidences,  493. 
copies,  &c.,  made  by  or  by  the  direction  of  the  solicitor,  or  for  the 

purpose  of  litigation,  391.    ^eQ  Privilege  Legal, 
copies  of  documents  belongiog  to  other  persons,  production  of, 
206 — 208.    And  see  Fossession  or  Foicer, 

COPYHOLD  TENANTS.    See  Manor. 

COPYRIGHT,  actions  for  infringement  of,  467,  4G9. 

CORPORATION, 

discoYery  from,  by  officers  or  members.    See  Bodies. 
reports  from  or  of  proceedings  at  committees  of,  relating  to  liti- 
gation, 389. 
right  of  members  to  inspect  corporation  documents,  281 — 283, 
287—289.     See  also  Company  and  Public  Documents 

Serson  affected  by  bye-laws,  288. 
efendant  to  action  for  tolls,  288. 
ratepayer's  right  to  see  cases  and  opinions,  381. 
documents  of,  place  of  inspection,  170. 

CORPORATE  BODY.    See  Bodies,  Company,  Corporation. 

COSTS,  discovery  material  if  it  might  affect  question  of,  19. 

COSTS.     See  also  Deposit  as  Security  for  Costs. 

generally  as  to  costs  of  g^iving  discovery,  692—693. 

incidental  to  the  applicauon  under  Jud.  Act,  1873,  s.  49.  .693 

whether  necessary  to  provide  by  order  for,  176,  693. 
of  applications  for  discovery,  693. 

furUier  answers  to  interro^tories,  143,  693 — 694. 

with  reference  to  place  of  mspection,  173,  693. 

further  time,  143,  693. 
of  answering  interrogatories  which  are  unnecessary  or  of  im« 
proper  length,  or  exhibited  unreasonably  or  vexaUonsly,  106, 
107,  116,  121,  122,  123,  692. 
of  prolix  or  unnecessary  answers,  116,  122,  123,  693. 
of  prolix  affidavit  of  documents,  229,  692. 
of  mspection  and  taking  copies,  174 — 177. 

whetiier  necessary  to  be  provided  for  by  order,  176,  693. 

difference  of  practice  in  Gh.  and  C.  L.  Divisions,  166,  176. 

at  solicitor's  office  in  Ch.  Div.  176  :  in  C.  L.  Div.  176. 
of  inspection  on  notice  under  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  16. .  176. 
of  copies, 

charge  for,  174 — 176. 

in  respect  of  what  documents  allowed  on  taxation,  177* 
of  inspecting  party,  176. 
in  connection  with  deposit  of  documents  in  court  and  oopiet 

thereof,  167—168. 
in  connection  with  inspection  of  property,  677,  698. 
of  vivsi  voce  examination,  147. 
of  attachment,  685,  686. 
of  perusing  interrogatories  in  event  of  Bacoeasf ol  demnneri  698» 
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COSTS—eMtmued. 

of  drawing  and  deliyeiing  iutenogatories,  593. 
of  action  ror  disoovery,  618. 

of  offioer  or  member  answering  for  oorporate  body,  82. 
practice  of  making  persona  parties  for.    See  ItUeresif  no  Fermm 
without. 

COUNSEL,  inspection  by,  179.    See  Privilego  Legal, 

COUNTT  COXJBT,  discovezy  in,  rules  and  forms,  620^623. 

OOUNTT  DOCUMENTS,  INSPECTION  OF,  288.   And  see  FUblie 
Boeumentt. 

OOUBT, 

discovezy  for  purpose  of  paying  money  into,  21,  468. 
int^Togatories,  468 ---471 
discoTcry  of  documents,  161. 

COUBT  LEET,  inspection  of  records  of,  283,  287. 

COURT  OB  A  JUDGE.    See  Applieatioru. 

COUBT  BOLLS.    See  Manor  Dommmta, 

inspection  of,  in  cases  of  disputed  boundary,  509. 
at  steward's  bouse  without  payment  of  fees,  171. 

COVENANT  FOB   PBODUCTION,  inspection  or   disclosure  of 
contents  of  documents,  208 

CREDIT,  particulars  of  items  for  which  given,  465. 

CBIME,  where  solicitor  party  to  or  cognizant  of,  355. 

CBIMINATOBY  DISCOVEBY.    See  Fmdl  JProeeedings, 

CBOSS-EXAMINATION, 

functions  of  discovery  and  cross-examination  difPerent,  105 — 113. 
cannot  interrogate  party  as  yon  may  cross-examine  him,  105. 
interrogatories  irrelevant  though  admissible  on  cross-examination, 

105,  113. 
documents  material  for  cross-examination  not  relevant,  186. 
cross-examining  on  afftdavit  of  docnmentSi  211. 

OBOWN, 

DiBcoverjr  firom,  70. 

in  petitions  of  right :  bill  of  discovoy  in  aid  of,  71. 
Attorney-General,  obligation  of,  to  give  discovery,  69, 70 — 72. 
And  see  Relator, 
proper  course  to  be  pursued  by,  when  discovery  reqtured, 

69,  72. 
production  of  documents  by,  69,  70,  71. 
order  for  particulars  against,  72. 
old  chancery  practice  as  to  answer  of,  71. 
Secretary  of  War,  production  of  documents  in  possession  of, 

71. 
Lords  Commissioners  of  Admiralty,  70,  548. 
official  reports.    See  FubUe  Interests. 

Bight  of  discovery  of,  f^om  subject,  71. 
of  outlaw's  property,  333. 
of  alienage,  333. 
of  goods  imported  or  exported  without  payment  of  duty,  335. 

CUSTOM  HOUSE  BOOKS,  289.    And  see  Htblie  Documents, 
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DAMAGE,  discovery  to  damag^e  opponent's  case.    See  Impe'aohing. 

DAMAGES, 

discovery  relating  to  the  amount  of,  21,  468. 
for  the  purpose  of  reduction  of,  21. 
interrogatories,  468. 
production  of  documents,  21,  615,  564. 
on  an  inquiry  as  to  damages,  554,  569. 

DEATH, 

of  dient.     See  Client, 

of  person  entitled  to  sue  for  penalty,  331. 

DEBT,  loss  of,  not  a  forfeiture,  334. 

DEBTOR,  examination  of,  in  aid  of  judgment,  bill  for  discovery  of 
property  of.    See  JExeeution. 

DECEASED  PERSON, 

discovery  of  matters  solely  within  his  knowledge  and  that  of  in- 
terrogated parky,  300,  467. 
parol  consent  and  authority  of,  466,  467.     And  see  Converaation, 

DEGREE.    See  Judgment, 

DEFAULT  m  GIVING  DISCOVERY.    And  see  PrioHty, 
in  action  for  discovery,  619. 
ordering  further  answer  to  interrogatories.     See  Further  Answer, 

affidavit  of  documents.    See  Affidavit  of  J)oeumenta. 
not  being  allowed  to  use  document  in  evidence  where  inspection 
imder  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  15  refused,  244. 

Where  plaintiff  in  default, 
stay  of  proceeding^,  683. 
dismissal  of  action  under  Ord.  XX XT.  r,  21 .  .588. 

rule  not  imperative :  when  ordered,  588. 

gfiving  furttier  time,  589. 

as  to  appealing  from  the  order,  689. 

Where  defendant  in  default, 

strikinff  out  defence  under  Ord,  XXXI,  r.  21 .  .690. 
rule  not  imperative :  when  ordered,  690. 
giving  further  time,  690. 
Old.  LVII.  appUes,  691. 

chancery  practice  as  to  taking  bills  pro  ooni esso,  686, 
590. 
extension  of  time  for  any  steps  plaintifl  wishes  to  tal^e,  691. 

Where  either  partv  in  default} 

attachment  under  Ord,  XXXI,  r.  21.. 684. 
when  ordered,  584. 
giving  further  time,  684. 
where  after  attachment,  or  motion  for  attachment,  party 

desires  to  give  or  gives  the  discovery,  586—586. 
against  officers  or  members  of  corporate  bodies.    See 

Bodies. 
keeping  party  in  custody  till  discovery  gfiven,  686. 
old  chancery  practice,  585. 
old  common  law  practice,  686. 
where  the  order  for  discovery  under  appeal,  687. 
coats  relating  to  attachment,  586. 
service  of  copies  of  affidavits  to  be  used  on  motion,  687. 
service  of  order  on  solicitor  under  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  22, 

23 . . 587. 

D.  U  U 
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DEFAULT  IN  GIVING  jyiSCOYEnY-eontimted. 
Where  either  party  in  default — continued, 
attaehmmt  und4tr  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  21 — continued. 

endorsing  copy  of   order  under  Ord.  XLI.  r.  5,  with 

notice  of  liability  to  attachmenti  587. 
no  attachment  in  respect  of  order  for  account  under 
Ord.  XV.,  or  for  names  of  partners  under  Ord.  XYI. 
r.  14..  687. 
order  for  production  after  judgment,  587. 
sequestration  against  peer,  M.P.,  or  corporation,  584. 

DEFENCE, 

striking  out.    See  Default.  ^ 

discovery  before.    See  SUige  of  Action. 

DEFENDANT.    See  Co-Defendani,  Parties  who  are  for  Purpose  of 
Discovery,  Opposite  Parties. 
whether  any  distinction  between  obligation  of,  and  of  plaintiff  to 

give  discovery,  243—246,  458,  467,  498,  516,  624,  529. 
dennition  of,  61. 

DELIVERY  OF  INTERROGATORIES,  607. 

DELIVERY  UP  OF  DOCUMENTS,  IN  ACTIONS  FOR, 

production  of  the  documents  ordered  by  way  of  discovery,  22. 
indexes,  maps,  plans,  &c.,  made  by  stewards  or  agents,  to 
determine  by  their  character  to  whom  they  belonged,  22. 
not  where  immaterial  for  the  determination  of  the  question, 

22 23 

list  of,  21,  23,"  182—183. 

in  whose  possession,  19,  23,  182—183,  224,  426. 

DEPOSIT  AS  SECURITY  FOR  COSTS  OF  DISCOVERY  under 

Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  26,  26,  27,  27  a, 
general  object  of  these  rules,  694. 
waiver  of  liability  to  make  the  deposit,  695. 
in  case  of  foreigners  compelled  to  give  security  for  costs  of  action, 

696. 
whether  poverty  a  gpround  for  dispensing  with  deposit,  595. 
necessary,  in  respect  of  each  defendant  interrogated,  595. 
one  deposit  sufficient  where  order  for  affidavit  of  documents  on 

all  tiie  plaintiffs,  595. 
no  deposit  necessary  by  underwriters  in  respect  of  affidavit  of 

ship's  papers,  695. 
where  proper  deposit  not  made,  695. 
time  for  answering  runs  from  service  of  receipt  for  deposit,  143, 

594,  596. 
deposit  security  for  general  costs  of  action,  594,  696. 
taking  out  deposit,  594. 

where  discovery  abandoned,  596. 

DEPOSIT  OF  DOCUMENTS  IN  COURT.    See  Place  of  Production. 

DEPOSITIONS,  INSPECTION  OF,  290. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  DOCUMENTS,  what  is  sufficient  in  an  affi- 
davit of  documents,  227—229. 
For  purpose  of  identification  to  enable  order  for  pro- 
duction to  be  enforced,  227,  491. 
tying  up  in   bundles:    prolixity  in  setting  out,  228 — 229. 

And  see  Prolix. 
mode  of  application,  where  insufficient,  229. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  DOCUMENTS— r<Mi/mfi«?. 

For  purpose  of  protecting  from  production,  230,  491. 
onus  on  party  to  ahow  that  relevant  doouments  ought  to  be 

protected,  230. 
how  far  his  description  accepted,  216,  230 — 231. 
in  point  of  appellation :  of  their  effect,  231. 
as  to  the  party's  evidences.      See  JSvi<Unc$  MuU  FroU^ing, 

on  p.  662. 
as  to  documents  said  to  be  irrelevant  to  the  matter  imme- 
diately in  question,  187. 
further  affidavit  allowed  to  make  good  claim  to  protection, 

231. 
mode  of  application,  where  insufficient,  231. 

DESTROYING  OR  MUTILATING  DOCUMENTS  IN  PARTY'S 
POSSESSION,  192—193,  237. 

DIRECTOR  OF  COMPANY.    See  Bodies  and  Posmsion  or  Ftnoer. 

DISABILITY,  whether  a  forfeiture  or  penalty,  332. 

DISCOVERY, 

definition  or  function  of,  1. 

object  or  scope  of,  1. 

diMovery  sought  by  way  of  relief,  271,  276. 

Proceedings  in  aid  of  which  given,  3. 

only  civil  proceedings :  indictment,  information,  mandamnfl, 

Divorce  Court,  3. 
defence  to  contract  on  ground  of  illegality  or  immorality,  3. 
action  contrary  to  pubUo  policy,  4. 
action  to  enforce  penalties  or&rfeitures,  4,  345. 
action  for  tort,  4,  346. 

Old  powers  of  common  law  courts,  4. 

profert  and  oyer:    equitable  jurisdiction,  264.     And  see 

Pleadinfft. 
public  doouments,  court  rolls,  corporation  doouments,  parish 

books,  &c.,  4,  281.     See  these  heads, 
powers  conferred  by  C.  L.  P.  Acts,  6,  9,  636,  638,  639,  640. 

Present  practice,  5. 

regulated  by  Jud.  Act  and  R.  S.  C. :  nature  of,  6 — 6. 
duincerv  principles  to  be  looked  at,  5 — 6. 
as  to  rules  of  equity  prevailing  where  practices  conflict,  6,  7. 
how  far  the  old  chancery  and  common  law  practice  survive,  6. 
different  nature  of  chancery  and  conmion  law  actions  taken 

into  account,  8. 
Jud.   Act  one  of  procedure  only,  not   altering  rights  of 

parties,  8. 
rights  of  discovery  before  and  since  the  Jud.  Act,  8 — ^9. 

DISCREDIT, 

discovery  discrediting  party,  105,  341. 

where  affidavit  of  doouments  disOTcdited,  210,  211,  214. 

where  answer,  109. 

where  claim  to  protection  for  documents,  503. 

DISCRETION  OF  JUDGE.    See  Appeals. 

to  refuse  production  of  relevant  documents,  152. 

under  the  old  common  law  practice,  98,  111,  419,  460,  512. 

DISMISSAL  OF  ACTION.     See  Default. 

vv2 
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DISTRICT  REGISTRAR,  606. 

DISTRICT  REGISTRY.     See  Flaee  of  Froduetion, 

DIVOROE,  oommunicationB  with  Bolioitor  as  to,  384. 

DIVORCE  AND  MATRIMONIAL  CAUSES, 
how  affected  by  Jud.  Act  and  R.  S.  C,  663. 
mterrogatories :  in  suit  for  nullity  as  to  identity,  564. 
old  powers  of  Divorce  Court,  664. 
inspection  in  order  to  give  particulars  of  cruelty,  564. 

of  letters  for  the  purpose  of  reduction  of  damages,  664. 
proceedings  in  Divorce  Court  are  civil,  3. 

Dl  V  ULiGING  contents  of  documents  subject  of  order  for  inspection, 
238,  308. 

DOCUMENTS,  DISCOVERT  AND  PRODUCTTION  OF, 

subject  to  same  general  principles  as  discovery  by  interrogatories, 

161. 
scheme  of  rules  of  Ord.  XXXI.  dealing  with,  160 — 158. 

See  Affidavit  of  Document*  and  Production  of  Documents. 

DOCUMENTS,  INTERROGATORIES  AS  TO, 
for  a  general  affidavit  of  documents,  116. 
for  a  list  of  documents  relating  to  a  particular  matter,  116. 
as  to  the  possession  of  particular  documents,  116. 
as  to  a  particular  document  before  claim,  160. 
for  a  list  or  as  to  the  contents  or  possession  of  documents  for 

which  protection  on  any  ground  is  claimed,  474 — 476,  490 — 

491. 
asking  specifically  as  to  documents  scheduled  in  an  affidavit  of 

documents  for  which  protection  has  been  allowed,  474,  491. 
as  to  documents  in  possession  of  interrogating  party:  offering 

inspection,  131,  132. 
as  to  documents  not  in  his  possession,  130 — 134. 

present  practice,  130:  old  common  law  practice,  130:  old 
chancery  practice,  132 — 134. 
where  party  unable  to  answer  without  inspection  of  documents 

in  possession  of  the  other  party,  134. 

DOWRESS,  642.    And  see  Valuable  Consideration. 

DRAFTS,  397.    And  see  Frivilegs  Legal. 
obligation  of  counsel  to  produce,  280. 

DUES,  discovery  in  actions  to  recover.     See  Tolls. 

EAST  INDIA  COMPANY'S  STOCK  BOOKS,  289. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT, 

old  powers  of.    See  Probate  Court. 
bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of,  613. 
discovery  exposing  to  punishment  in,  342. 

EJECTFMENT.    See  Land  and  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

ELECTION  PETITION,  discovery  in,  673. 

ELEGIT,  writ  of,  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of.    See  Execution. 
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EMBABBASSING  ANSWER.    See  Evativi. 

ENGINEEB,  inspeotion  by,  178. 

EQUITABLE  DEPOSIT,  inspection  of  memorandnm  of,  544. 

EQUITABLE  JURISDIGTIOK,  inspeotion  under,  at  oommonlaw. 
See  Discovery, 

EVASIVE  OB  EMBABBASSING  ANSWEB.     See  Amwer  and 
lils. 

EVIDENCE,  prodnction  of  documents  giyen  in,  for  or  for  motion 
for,  new  trial,  or  appeal,  604,  605. 

EVIDENCE,  BULE  PBOTECTING  OPPONENT'S  EVIDENCE 
FBOM  DISCLOSUBE,  444. 
in  connection  with  professional  privilege,    407.      See  Ftivilt^e 

Legal, 
reason  of  role,  445. 
mode  of  stating  role,  444. 

discovery  relating  ezclnsively  to  his  case,  444.     And  see  Ex^ 

chteively, 
manner  in  which  he  will  establish  or  shape  his  case,  444, 447, 

450. 
mnst  discover  what  his  case  is,  444,  446. 

Interrogratories, 

discovery  of  opponmVs  ease. 

party  entitled  to  know  what  case  he  has  to  meet,  446. 
facts  on  which  opponent  relies  to  establish  his  case,  446. 
manner  in  which  he  wiU  establish  or  shape  his  case,  444, 

447,  460. 
not  the  evidence  he  is  gpoing  to  nse,  447. 
reasons  for  allowing  this  discovery,  448. 
to  make  him  pledge  his  oath  to  truth  of  his  case,  448, 449. 
as  to  making  him  swear  to  the  truth  of  every  allegation 

in  his  pleadings,  449. 
to  call  his  attention  specifically  to  matters  passed  over  in 

a  general  allegation,  450. 
to  get  fuller  information  than  is  contained  in  the  plead- 
ings, 448,  450. 
as  to  any  distinction  between  obligation  of  plaintiff  and 

defendant,  468. 
of  title  of  opponent  in  various  actions.    See  Title, 
other  instances,  449,  450,  451,  467 — i58. 
how  far  admissible  under  old  common  law  practice,  451. 
in  actions  for  infringement  of  patent,  663.  ^d  see  Patent, 
discovery  in  the  nature  of  particulars.    See  Fartieulart, 
his  or  ms  agent's  version  of  an  accident,  conversation, 

&c.  455. 
interrogatories  founded  on  a  hypothetical  state  of  facts, 
466,  460. 
answer  disclosing  evidence  for  both  parties,  466. 
validity  of  party's  oath  that  answer  would  exclusively  dis- 
close his  own  evidence,  466. 
steps  taken  by  surveyor  or  attorney  to  perform  his  duty  in 

action  for  negligence,  466. 
materials  on  which  particular  conclusion  arrived  at,  466. 
to  prove  fraud.     See  Fraud, 
discovery  impeaching  a  party's  case.    See  Impeaching, 


662  INDEX. 

'EVID'BNCE— continued. 

Production  of  documents, 

diffioultj  of  application  of  rule,  476. 

no  right  to  look  into  party's  evidence  to  pick  holes  in  it,  or 

on  chance  of  what  he  may  fish  out,  476. 
court  ex  necessitate  rei  ignorant  of  contents,  476. 
question  to  what  extent  party's  statement  as  to  their  contents 

or  nature  accepted,  477. 
party's  statement  as  to  effect  of  releyant  document,  489. 
distinction  between  documents  constituting  evidence  and 
merely  containing  evidence  intended  to  be  used  which  are 
oonsidered  under  legal  privilege,  477. 
doeuments  eorutiiuting  evidence  of  party*  e  ease  or  title^  477. 
must  exclusively  evidence  it,  478. 
where  they  evidence  adversary's  case  as  well  as  his  own, 

478,  479. 
that  his  title  deeds,  no  protection,  478. 
conditions  on  which  court  satisfied  that  documents  ex- 
clusively evidence  party's  title  laid  down  in  Combe  y. 
Corp.  London^  478,  479,  487.    And  Bee  post. 
old  rule  that  adversary  must  show  an  interest  in  a  docu- 
ment in  order  to  be  entitled  to  inspect  it,  479,  480. 
documents  referred  to  in  pleadings :  documents  on  which 

party  founds  his  title,  480 — iSl. 
title-deeds  and  other  documents  constituting  evidence, 

distinction  between,  492. 
what  documents  within  the  conditions,  493. 

doeuments  relating  to  but  not  constituting  evidence  of  party*  s  casCf 
481. 

documents  evidence  for  adversary  though  not  for  him- 
self, or  evidence  for  neither  party,  481. 

whether  any  distinction  ever  taken  as  to  such  docu- 
ments, 482,  486—487. 

whetiier  within  Combe  v.  -Corp.  London^  481. 

under  what  conditions  protected,   481 — 482,  485,  487, 
See  post. 

party's  assertion  that  they  will  not  assist  adversary's 
case,  482. 
relate  exclusively  to  his  own  case,  482,  484. 

documents  just  outsiae  the  range  of  legal  privilege,  487. 

conditions  laid  down  in  Combe  v.  Corp.  London,  applied  to  docu- 
ments as  well  evidencing  as  only  relatittg  to  the  party^s 
own  ease  J  487. 
whether  any  description  general  or  individual  is  neces- 
sary, 488—490. 
must  be  sufficient  to  enable  order  for  production  to 

be  made,  489. 
not  entitled  to  such  a  description  as  to  test  truth  of 
affidavit,  nor  to  detailed  schedule  showing  nature 
of  title  deeds,  489,  490. 
discovery  of  instrument  alleged  to  take  away  adver- 
sary's title,  490. 
object  of   description  of   protected  documents  to 

support  claim  to  protection,  491. 
whether  a  further  description  may  be  obtained  by 

administering  interrogatories,  491. 
description  of  document  accepted  by  court,  216,  490. 
that  the  documente  relate  exclusively  to  the  party's  own 
case  or  title,  491. 
are  to  be  used  in  evidence,  492. 
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EVIDENCE— (MMi/tntMtf. 

Production  of  documents — continued, 

conditi&nt  laid  doum  in  Chmbe  y.  Corp.  Zond. — oontinaed. 
form  or  support  his  own  case  or  title,  492. 

as  to  any  distiiiotioii  between  tiUe  deeds  and 

other  docaments  constituting  evidenoe,  and 

what  documents  may  be  brought  withm  the 

rule,  492—493. 

contain  nothing  supporting  the  adyersarj's  case  or 

title,  494. 
contain  nothing  impeaching  his  own  case  or  title. 
See  Impeaehing,  Documents, 
g^eral  assertion  as  to  documents   evidencing  or  relating 
exdnsiyely  to  party's  own  case  and  not  supporting  adver- 
sary's case  or  title  to  be  made  with  distinctness  and 
posit! veness,  501. 
use  of  word  title  instead  of  case  sometimes  incorrect,  601. 
what  examination  of  the  documents  necessary  and  by  whonii 

502. 
necessity  of  assertion  of  party's  belief,  502. 
where  the  general  aeaertion  ae  above  not  accepted  by  court,  603. 
on  account  of  the  nature  of  the  documents  or  droum* 

stances,  503. 
where  discredited  by  other  admissions  or  documents, 

603—504. 
where  adversary  makes  speoiiio  charges  as  to  the  docu- 
ments, 605 — 507. 
instances,  506 — 508. 

disputed  boundary,  cases  of,  or  as  to  paroeLs  comprised  in 
deeds,  508—510. 
inspection  of  the  parcels,  other  parts  sealed  up,  608. 
court  rolls,  509 :  maps,  510 :  parish  books  to  see  wnether 
house  in  parish,  509:   of  settlement  to  show  what 
estates  in  by  legatee  of  charges  on  property  not  in 
settlement,  610. 
old  common  law  praeticCf  611. 

protection  not  claimed  in  any  particular  form,  511. 
conclusive  effect  not  given  to  party's  assertions  as  to  his 

own  documents,  511. 
no  inspection  to  fish  out  defects  in  party's  case,  611. 
discretion  of  judge,  612. 

books  of  business  entries  in,  inspection  of,  512^513. 
other  documents,  613 — 616. 

EXAMINATION  OF  DOCUMENTS, 

for  purpose  of  affidavit  of  documents,  220. 
clami  to  protection,  602. 

EXCLTJSIVELT, 

discovery  relating  exclusively  to  party's  own  case, 
interrogatories,  444,  450,  466:  documents,  13,  444,  482,  484, 
491. 

EXECUTION,  DISCOVERT  IN  AID  OP, 

powers  of  ordering  under  Ord.  XLII.  rr.  32 — 34.  .670 — 671. 
what  questions  may  be  put,  nature  of  examination,  571. 
bills  of  discovery  in  aid  of  writ  of  elegit,  or  fi.  fa.  571. 

against  persons  having  debtor's  property  in  their  hands,  671. 
against  banker  for  discovery  of  defendant's  monies  after 

sequestration,  571. 
by  grantee  from  Crown  of  felon's  goods,  671. 
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EXECUTOR.    And  see  Trustee, 

obligation  of,  to  five  accounts,  29 — 30. 

to  fAve  benenciaries  information  as  to  the  estate,  30. 
to  oisolose  to  them  professional  communications,  385.    And 

see  Trustee, 
other  documents,  280. 
right  of,  to  discoyeiy  of  matters  within  knowledge  of  deceased, 

300. 
executorship  accounts  entered  in  private  or  partnership  documents, 

199,  236. 
assent  of,  necessary  to  production  of  deceased's  documents,  200, 

386. 
production  bj,  of  documents  in  joint  possession  of  himself  and 

oo-executor,  201. 
bill  of  discovery  against,  of  personal  estate,  612. 
liability  for  not  duly  admmistering  assets  whether  protection 

from  discovery,  339,  340. 
discovery  criminating  or  pcnaUsing  the  beneficiaries  or  causing 
forfeiture  of  testator's  estate,  343. 

EXHIBITS,  production  of,  604,  606. 

EXPENGE,  whether  objection  to  discovery,  298. 

EXPERIMENTS, 

documents  containing  results  of,  as  to  gtLB  supplied,  403,  614. 
liberty  to  nmke,  under  order  for  inspection  of  property.    See  /tt- 
ipection  o/Frcperty. 

EXPERTS,  inspection  by,  to  test  genuineness  of  documents,  179. 
EXPLAINING  AN  ANSWER.    See  Aneu^er. 

FACTS,  whether  excepted  from   legal  privilege,   361,   436.      See 
IHviiege  Legal. 

FI.  FA.  WRIT  OF, 

discovery  in  aid  of  issue  under,  573  :  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of. 
See  Execution. 

FILE, 

taking  answer  off,  or  striking  it  out, 

where  evasive,  complicated,  prolix,  embarrassing,  120 — 121, 

122. 
old  chancery  practice  as  to,  after  3rd  or  4th  in  sufKcient  answer, 
148. 
taking  prolix  affidavit  of  documents  off,  229. 

FISHING  DISCOVERY, 
fishing  actions,  16. 

actions  for  recovery  of  land,  616,  620 — 623. 
discovery  not  granted  for  purpose  of  fishing  out  a  case,  but  to 
support  case  set  up,  13,  16,  98,  268,  461. 
interrogatories,  98,  461,  464. 
production  of  documents,  268,  476,  496 — 497,  611. 

FLAWS,  in  party's  case  or  title,  discovery  of.    See  FUhing^  Im' 
peaching, 

FOREIGN, 

BepublicB,  76,  82,  86.    Bee  Bodies. 

Ship.    See  Foreigners. 

Sovereigns, 

must  give  discovery  personally  on  oath,  73. 
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FOBEIGN— om^inMMf. 
Country, 

penal  proceedings  in,  liability  to,  344. 

party's  documents  in,  171,  194,  221. 
Courts, 

discovery  in  aid  of,  613. 

FOREIGNERS, 

or  persons  abroad,  discovery  from,  598. 

in  action  in  rem  against  owners  of  foreign  ship,  affidavit  of 

documents,  598. 
leave  to  serve  interrogatories  provided  with  leave  to  serve 
writ,  698. 

FORFEITURE.     See  Penal  Froeeeding$. 
action  to  enforce,  345. 

FORGED  DOCUMENTS.    See  OenuineneM. 

solicitor's  privilege  in  respect  of,  356,  376,  440. 

FORGERY,  liability  to  prosecution  for.    See  JPimal  Proceedings. 

FORMS.    SeeTidfle, 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF.    See  Plea. 

FRAUD, 

privilege,  where  solicitor  party  to,  352 — 355,  431. 

particidars  of,  and  discovery  before  giving,  36,  99,  160,  161,  454. 

uability  to  prosecution  for,  whether  protection  from  discovery, 

320,  340. 
discovery  to  show,  461,  466—467,  530. 
persons  implicated  in,  made  parties  for  discovery  or  oosts.    See 

Interest f  tw  Person  without, 

FREEMEN,  inspection  of  books  of  admission  of,   289.     And  see 
Public  Documents. 

FULL  ANSWER.    See  Answer. 

FURTHER  AFFIDAVIT, 

of  documents.     See  Affidavit  of  Documents. 
allowed  to  make  good  claim  to  protection,  231. 

FURTHER  ANSWER,  145. 

only  ordered  when  insufficient,  109,  145. 

distinction  between  ordering  further  answer  and  further  affidavit 

of  documents,  109. 
mode  of  obtaining,  145. 
where  whole  answer  evasive,  121,  146. 

embarrassing  by  insertion  of  supererogatory  matter,  117. 
ordinary  course  to  order  further  answer,  145,  584,  588. 
declaration  that  answer  insufficient,  146. 
vivi  voce  examination,  146. 
See  Ametiding. 

FURTHER  INTERROGATORIES, 

to  interrogate  specifically  where  truth  of  previous  answer  sus- 
pected, 110,  133,  212. 

after  sufficient  or  insufficient  affidavit  of  documents,  211,  212 — 
214,  491. 
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GARNISHEES,  bill  of  difioovery  agamst,  624. 

GENUINENESS  OF  DOCUMENTS, 
where  impeached.    And  see  Fleading$, 
right  of  inspectiiig  in  equity  and  common  law,  246. 
Bubmifision  to  chemical  testa,  180. 
inspection  by  witnesses  or  experts,  179. 

GUARDIAN  AD  LITEM.    See  InfanU,  Lunatiot, 
how  far  party  to  action,  65. 
luterrogatiDg,  65. 

chancery  practice  as  to  reading  answer  of,  against  lunatic, 
person  of  unsoimd  mind  not  so  found,  infant,  and  excep- 
tions for  insuifidenoy,  65 — 66. 
discovery  and  production  of  documents  by,  66. 

HABEAS  CORPUS,  inspection  of  writ  of,  and  of  oommittitnr,  and  of 
return,  268,  289. 

HANDWRITING, 

interrogating  as  to,  of  a  document,  132,  n. 
documents  required  for  comparins',  186. 
solicitor  examined  to  prove  client  s,  438. 

HEIR-AT-LAW  AND  IN  TAIL, 
right  of  inspection  by, 

distinction  between  heir-at-law  and  in  tail,  274. 
heir-at-law :  of  deeds  prior  to  ancestor's  seisin,  272,  273,  274. 
heir  in  tail :  of  deed  of  entail,  of  recovery,  of  other  deeds,  274. 
disinherited  heir  formerly  entitled  to  special  privileges,  275. 
heir  entitled  to  see  documents  relating  to  pedigree,  and  other 
documents  necessary  to  make  out  his  title,  275,  520,  523. 
See  Land, 
right  to  interrogate,  524.     See  Land. 
where  confusion  of  boundaries,  275,  510. 
discovery  from,  by  devisee  or  others,  276. 

HEIR,  CUSTOMARY,  275. 

HERALD'S  COLLEGE.    Poursuivant  of,  375.    See  Fedigree, 

HOLES,  discovery  to  pick,  holes  in  party's  evidence.    See  Fishing^ 
Impeaching. 

HOUSE,  INSPECTION  OF.    See  Inspection  of  Froperty. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  Married  Woman, 

IDENTICAL,  discovery  with  relief,  22,  278. 

IDENTITY, 

of  client,  solicitor  examined  as  to,  438. 

of  husband,  interrogatories  as  to,  in  suit  for  nullity,  564. 

of  document,  production  by  solicitor  to  prove,  440. 

ILLEGALITY, 

of  contract,  discovery  in  aid  of  defence,  on  ground  of,  3,  334. 
of  transaction,  no  daence  to  discovery,  342. 

IMMATERIAL.     See  Felevant,  Relevancy. 
IMMORAL.    See  Illegality  and  Dieeredit. 
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IMPEACHED  DOCUMENTS.    Bee  Pleadings  and  OenuHiensit. 

TMPEACHINQ,  disooTerj  impeaohing  the  opponent's  oaee.    See 
Evidence  Mule  Froteeting. 

Interrogatoriea, 

distinction  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this  respect, 
467. 

to  defeat,  rebut,  destroy,  damage  the  opponent's  case, 
468,  459. 

to  discover  cause  of  loss  of  ship  to  support  charge  of  unsea- 
worthiness, 469 — 460. 

instances,  4 61-— 463,  466 — 467. 

interrogatories  founded  on  hypothetical  state  of  facts,  469 — 
460. 

must  show  specific  foundation  where  fraud  charged,  461. 
And  see  Fraud. 

distinction  between  interrogatories  pointed  to  a  particular 
case,  and  interrogatories  not  so  pointed,  464.  And  see 
Fishing. 

where  specific  counter-allegation,  where  general  traverse, 
464—465,  531,  632. 

old  chancery  practice,  where  defence  of  affirmative  plea,  464. 

old  common  law  practice :  only  admissible  to  support  par- 
ticular case,  not  to  fish  out  case,  or  to  see  how  opponent 
was  going  to  shape  his  case,  444,  447,  460,  461.  And  see 
Fishing. 

Documents, 

the  necessity  of  an  assertion  by  the  party  that  his  documents 

contain  nothing  impeaching  his  case  or  title,  494.    And 

see  Evidence  Rule  Protecting. 
difficulty  under  the  early  practice  in  chancery,  495. 
the  distinction  between  the  position   of  the  plaintiff  and 

defendant,  498. 
whether  any  different  obligation  on  the  party  on  whom  the 

onus  of  proof  rests,  499. 
keeping  back  documents  throwing  a  doubt  upon  his  case,  501. 
the  defence  of  an  afiirmative  plea  in  chanceiy,  500. 
the  proposition  limiting  the  party's  right  to  production  of 

documents  affirmativdy  supporting  his  case,  497. 
where  defendant  claims  no  title,  but  charges  that  plaintiff 

has  none,  497. 
meaning  of  matter  impeaching  his  case,  497. 
weaknesses  or  flaws  in  his  evidence,  497.    And  see  Fishing. 
where  allegation  of    specific  defects,   and   where   general 

traverse,  600,  606,  607. 

IMPERTINENCE.    See  Frolix. 

INCONVENIENCE,  whether  objection  to  discovery,  298. 

INCUMBRANCES  AND  INCUMBRANCER.    See  Mortgagee. 

INDIAN  COURT,  discovery  in  aid  of,  613. 

INDICTMENT,  information,  mandamus,  discovery  in  aid  of,  3. 

INDORSEMENT, 
on  brief,  397. 

on  deed,  discovery  of,  by  solicitor,  440. 
on  order  for  purpose  of  attachment,  687. 
on  writ,  whether  a  pleading,  242. 
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INFAMOUS,  diBOorery  rendering  party,  841. 

INFANCY,  defendant  pleading,  interrogated  as  to  oertifioate  of  his 
birth  and  baptism,  460. 

INFANTS,  61. 

how  they  sue  and  are  sued,  63. 

discovery  by  next  friends  on  their  behalf,  61,  62,  64. 

ffuwlians  ad  litem,  66 — 66. 
old  onanoer^  praotioe  as  to  requiring  answer,  66. 
admissions  m  their  pleadings,  Ord.  aTX.  r.  13.  .63. 

INFORMATION.    See  Indictment,  delator  and  Crwm. 

party  bound  to  discover  his,  134.    See  as  to  answering  aooording 

to  knowledge  information  and  belief,  under  Answer, 
in  what  cases  privileged.    See  Privilege  Legal, 
of  officer  of  corporate  or  other  body.    See  Bodiet. 
aU  information  which  he  has  at  the  time  the  discovery  is  sought, 

134.  135. 
all  information  in  his  power  or  means,  134. 
where  contained  in  documents  in  his  possession  or  power,  184 — 

135. 
meaning  of  power,  documents  which  he  has  a  right  to  inspect, 

135. 
what  steps  he  must  take  to  exercise  his  right,  136—136. 
right  of  partner  in  respect  of  the  partnership  documents,  135 — 

136. 
right  of  principal  or  client  in  respect  of  documents  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  agfent  or  solicitor,  136 — 136. 
partner  as  to  partnership  affairs  abroad,  137. 
information  ot  his  agents.    See  Agents  information  of, 
of  other  persons,  134,  142. 
equally  accessible  to  both  parties,  142. 
contained  in  public  documents,  registers,  &c.  136,  143.    And 
see  Frivilege  Legal, 

INFOBMEB,  COMMON,  330,  346. 

IN«nJNCTION  in  actions  for  discovery,  617. 

INQUIRY, 

discovery  in  aid  of,  664,  669. 
pro  interesse  suo,  673. 

INSPECT, 

persons  who  may  inspect  documents  subject  of  order  or  notice 

for  inspection,  177. 
ordinary  rule,  by  party,  solicitor  or  agents,  177. 
agents,  meanmg  of,  177 — 178. 

-miether  any  personal  objection  can  be  talcen  to  the  solicitor 
or  bontt  fide  agent,  178. 
by  person  agreed  upon,  or  to  be  appointed  by  master,  177. 
by  party,  and  one  agent  by  name,  177. 

special  order  for  inspection  by  special  persons,  when  made,  178. 
accountant,  agent  named  in  order,  mining  inspector,  sur- 
veyor, engineer,  counsel,  scientific  persons,  178. 
by  special  person  to  be  accompanied  by  solicitor  or  clerk,  178. 
by  twelve  persons  in  a  particular  room,  179. 
by  witnesses,  exi>erts,  "v^ere  genuineness  of  documents  impeached, 

179. 
af  tor  decree,  by  persons,  names  of  whom  to  be  submitted  to  chief 

derk,  179. 
for  purpose  of  submission  to  chemical  tests,  180. 
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INSPECTION  OP  DOCUMENTS.    See  Produetion. 

INSPECTION  (and  production)  of  PROPERTY,  lands,  buildings, 
premises,  mines,  machines,  processes,  &o. 

In  any  cause  or  matter, 

power  to  order  under  Ord.  LI.  r.  3 . .  677. 

in  equity,  577  :  at  common  law,  578. 

where  inspection  refused  by  the  party,  577. 

to  make  observations  or  experiments,  577,  578. 

to  remove  obstructions,  or  break  up  soil,  578 — 579. 

to  take  samples,  577. 

inspection  of  mines,  578,  579:    machines,  578:   parcels  of 

wheat,  577 :  trees,  diamonds,  heirlooms,  pawned  artidee, 

579 :  house ;  in  action  for  partition,  579 :  by  witnesses  in 

action  to  recover  tithes,  580. 
in  actions  for  nuisance  of  smell,  diversion  of  stream,  light 

and  air  with  liberty  to  take  plans,  579. 
person  using  his  land  to  another's  injury,  579. 
cost  of  inspection,  577 :  of  inspecting  party,  578,  n. 

In  actions  for  infringement  of  patents  or  trade  markSy 
not  of  defendant's,   where  plaintiffs  case  vague :    Oerm. 

Millsra  Go.  v.  Robirum^  Nov.  6th,  1884. 
power  to  order  under  46  &  47  Vict.  o.  57 . .  580 :  in  equity, 

580:  at  common  law,  581. 
to  take  samples,  581. 
machinery  to  be  put  to  work,  582. 
production  on  examination  of  witnesses  and  at  the  trial, 

582. 
persons  allowed  to  inspect — special  conditions  of  secrecy, 

581. 
ex  parte  order  on  ground  of  emergency,  681. 
party  unable  to  answer  except  by  explaining  machinery  on 

the  spot,  581. 

INSUFFICIENT, 

answer.     See  Answer  and  Further  Answer, 
affidavit  of  documents.     See  Affidavit  of  DoeumenU, 

INSURANCE.    See  Underwriters  and  Salvage. 

communications  between  company  and  agents,  614. 
reports  on  life  of  assured,  303,  304. 

INTEREST  IN  A  DOCUMENT,  WHERE  ANOTHER  PERSON 
HAS.    See  Possession  or  Power, 

INTEREST  IN  A  DOCUMENT,   WHERE  THE  APPLICANT 
HAS, 
interest  for  the  purpose  of  the  action,  not  being  an  interest  in  the 
nature  of  property,  479 — 480. 

Interest  of  the  nature  of  property,  document  being 
held  on  a  quasi  trust  for  his  inspection,  271. 

reason  for  considering  these  cases  separately,  271. 

old  common  law  equitable  jurisdiction.    And  see  Pleadings. 

old  common  law  practice,  271. 

distinction  between  cases  where  inspection  sought  by  way  of 
relief  and  of  discovery,  271,  276. 

where  person  not  party  to  action  has  also  an  interest,  272. 

oath  of  party  as  to  sealed  up  parts  of  documents  not  condu- 
sive,  271. 
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INTEREST  IN  A  DOCUMENT,  kc^continued. 

Interest  of  the  natiire  of  property,  Ac— continued. 

righU  of  partita  eluiminff  und^  common  title  to  inspection  bff  way 
of  discovery  ^  272. 
doonments  prior  to  time  at  which  their  interests  become 

hostile,  272. 
heir-at-law  as  to  deeds  prior  to  ancestor's  seisin,  272. 
where  dispute  as  to  prior  title,  273. 
of  settlement.     See  Settlement. 
heir-at-law  and  in  tail.    See  Heir, 
right  of  parties  claiming  under  a  eommcn  title  to  inspection  by 
way  of  relief  276. 
as  to  any  general  right  of  snoh  persons,  279. 
particular  instances,  276 — 279. 
other  instances  of  interest  in  the  nature  of  property,  279 — 281 . 
documents  of  a  public  character,  corporation  dociunents, 
court  rolls,  parochial  books,  &c. ,  28 1 .    See  FMie  Documents. 

INTEREST,  NO  PERSON  WITHOUT,  can  be  made  party  for 
purpose  of  discovenr,  40. 
course  to  be  pursued  by  person  so  made  a  party,  46 — 17. 

The  rule,  40. 

reasons  for,  41. 

meaning  of  interest,  42 — 44. 

where  person  has  interest  hostile  to  party  seeking  disooyery, 

42—43. 
person  made  party  to  find  out  his  interest,  45,  46. 
where  person  has  had  an  interest,  and  has  parted  with  it,  44. 
discoTery  of  what  has  become  of  his  interest,  44 — 45. 

of  his  acts  before  assignment,  45. 
a  bankrupt  discovery  from,  45 — 46.     And  Bee  post. 
where  a  party  disclaims  any  interest  or  liability,  46 — 47,  48. 
whether  person  properly  made  a  party  can  be  retained  for 

purpose  of  discovery,  47. 

Exceptions  to  the  rule,  48. 

whether  properly  exceptions,  48. 

persons  made  parties  for  recoyery  of  costs  from  them,  48 — 49. 

recent  practice  as  to  making  persons  parties  for  this  purpose, 
55. 

attomies  or  other  agents  implicated  in  fraud,  48,  49,  51,  52, 
55 :  bankrupts :  see  Bankrupt :  auctioneers,  48,  50,  57 : 
agents,  trustees,  married  women,  48,  50,  51,  57  :  officers 
of  corporate  bodies,  48:  member  of  coiporation,  vestry- 
man, 57. 

arbitrators,  what  discovery  from,  in  suits  to  set  aside  awards, 
48,  51,  57. 

INTERLOCUTORY  APPLICATIONS,  disooveiy  for  purpose  of, 
162. 

INTERPLEADER  ISSUE,  discovery  in  aid  of,  573. 

INTERPRETER,  where  medium  of  communication  between  solicitor 
and  client,  400. 

INTERROGATORIES.     See  Leave  to  Interrogate,  Stage  of  Action, 
and  other  heads. 

INTESTATE,     ^e  Next  of  Kin. 
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INVOICES,  613. 

IBRELEVANCr.    See  Relevaney,  Relevant. 

JOINDER  OF  ISSUE, 

difloovery  after.    See  Stage  of  Action. 
in  aid  of,  35,  464,  600. 

JOINT  POSSESSION,  194,  196, 197,  198.    See  Postettion  or  Fow^r. 
JOINT  TENANTS.    See  Tenant. 
JOINTRESS,  641.     See  Valuable  Consideration. 
JUDGE,  INSPECTION  BY,  2S3,  564. 

JUDGMENT,  DISCOVERT  AFTER  OR  FOR  WORKING  OUT. 

See  Execution  Discovery  in  Aid  of. 
party  entitled  to  discovery  for  purpose  of  getting  a  perfect  decree 

or  for  working  it  oat,  567. 
no  Umit  of  time  imposed  by  roles  of  Ord.  XXXI.,  567. 
powers  of  chief  clerk  in  proceeding^  before  him,  667. 
old  chancery  practice,  568. 
place  of  production,  567. 
application  for  production  ordered  to  stand  over  to  hearing,  and 

then  made,  568. 
practice  as  to  interrogatories,  568. 
persons  from  and  in  favour  of  whom  discovery  and  production  of 

dociunents  obtainable :  co-defendants,  claimants  under  decree, 

creditors,  next  of  kin,  person  consenting  to  be  bound  by  decree, 

568—569. 
orders  or  matters  in  aid  of  which  granted,  668 — 569. 
inspection  by  experts  or  witnesses,  569. 
order  for  affidavit  of  documents  should  specify  the  particular 

matter  as  to  which  it  is  required,  569. 
affidavit  of  documents  after  decree  other  than  those  discovered 

before  decree,  570. 
discoveiy  after  consenting  to.    See  Waiver. 

JURISDICTION,  out  of.    See  Foreign  and  Foreigners. 
KNOWLEDGE.    See  Answer. 


LAND,  ACTIONS  FOR  RECOVERY  OF, 

special  cousiderations  necessary  in   regard  to  rule  protecting 
party's  evidence,  515. 

FXaintifTs  right  to  discovery  whether  claiming^  by  a 

legal  or  eqidtable  title,  516. 
discoveiy  impeaching  the  title  of  defendant  in  possession,  516. 
person  m  possession  of  land  protected  from  inquisition  into 

his  title,  516. 
mischief  of  exposure  of  documents  of  title  not  confined  to 

particular  action,  516. 
disclosure  of  defects  of  title  of  which  other  persons  may  take 

advantage,  516. 
fishing  actions— fishing  bills  in  equity,  516 — 517. 
where  claim  so  vague  as  to  be  demurrable  or  embarrassing, 

517. 


1 


672  INDEX. 

LAND,  ACTIONS  FOE  EECOVERT  OY^^ntinued. 

Plaintiff's  right  to  discovexy  and  production  of  docu- 
ments, 518. 

affidavit  of  documents  in  partioular,  518—519. 

no  distinotion  between  legal  and  equitable  olaim,  620. 

before  statement  of  claim,  52 f— 522. 

affidavit  in  support  of  application,  and  in  answer,  521. 

terms  in  which  defendant  must  claim  protection  for  his  doca- 
ments,  520. 

discovery  limited  to  that  to  which  plaintiff  clearly  entitled, 
523. 

entitled  to  see  documents  making  out  his  title,  520. 

pedigrees  and  documents  relating  thereto,  523 — 524.  And 
see  Pedigree. 

agreement  of  tenancy,  production  of,  in  ejectment  action,  523. 

PlaintifTs  right  to  interrogate, 

as  to  aU  matters  relating  to  his  own  case,  524 — 525. 

to  repel  defence  of  Statute  of  Limitations  on  ground  of 
fiduciary  relationship,  525. 

as  to  his  pedigree,  525 — 526. 

in  ejectment  action  on  expiration  of  lease  for  lives,  as  to 
death  of  one  life,  526. 

as  to  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  title  or  case,  527. 

plea  of  no  heir :  of  adverse  possession,  how  and  by  whom, 
528. 

particulars  of  persons  in  defendant's  pedigree,  528. 

in  ejectment  action  whether  some  o&er  person  was  not  de- 
fending it  in  defendant's  name,  528. 

in  what  capacity  certain  rights  were  exercised  by  defendant, 
and  imder  what  charters  he  claimed,  528 — 629. 

in  action  of  ejectment  by  landlord  against  tenant  for  for- 
feiture, 529. 

Defendant's  right  to  discovery,  529. 

as  to  any  special  obligation  on  plaintiff  to  discover  nature  of 

his  title,  529— 631. 
where  defendant  claims  no  interest  but  is  in  position  of 

quasi  stakeholder — suits  for  tithes,  531,  532. 
charge  of  plaintiff's  having  conveyed  away  his  interest, 

531,  532. 
where  defendant  long  in  possession  and  ignorant  of 

plaintiff's  tiUe,  531,  533. 
details  of  plaintiff's  pedigree,  634. 
his  title  as  assignee  of  the  reversion,  534. 
of  matters  to  show  that  his  claim  is  unfounded,  630. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT, 

interest  of  and  right  of  production  from  in  tenants'  disputes  with 

others,  43 — 44. 
right  of  landlord  to  inspection  of  documents  of  tenant,  279 — 280. 
duty  of  tenant  to  keep  the  boundaries,  inspection  therefor,  279. 
action  against  overholding  tenants,  279,  510. 
in  actions  of  ejectment  for  forfeiture,  discovery  from  tenant,  267, 

346,  529. 
discovery  exposing  to  forfeiture  of  lease,  337. 
lease  or  ag^ement,  inspection  of,  by  landlord  or  tenant,  265, 
267,  523. 
in  hands  of  mortgagee,  203,  270. 
discovery  of  title  of  landlord  where  defendant  long  in  possession, 
531. 
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LAW  INTERROaATORIES  AS  TO  MATTER  OF,  116. 

as  to  effect  of  documents,  do  not  cease  to  be  qaestions  of  fact,  116. 
as  to  French  law,  116. 

LEASE.     See  Landlord, 

LEAVE  TO  INTERROGATE.    And  see  Stage  of  Action. 

necessaiy  under  new  rules  except  in  actions  for  fraud  or  breach  of 

trust,  Ord.  XXXI.  r.  1,  90—91. 
object  of  rule  requiring  leave,  91. 
nature  of  leave  given,  92. 
what  must  be  stated  on  the  application,  92. 
where  particulars,  admissions,  or  inspection  would  be  sufficient, 

91,  93. 
instances  where  leave  given  or  refused,  93. 
old  common  law  practice  as  to  giving  leave,  and  nature  of  leave, 

98—99. 
practice  under  old  rules  of  S.  C.  94. 
for  further  interrogatories.     See  Farther  Interrogatories. 

LEGAL  PRIVILEGE.     See  Pnvilege  Legal, 

LETTERS,  inspection  of,  206,  266—267,  482,  486,  493,  616,  669. 

LIBEL  ACTIONS. 

criminatory  matter  discovery  of  from  defendant,  318,  319 — 320, 
330,  347. 

interrogatories  inquiring  into  the  writing,  sending,  printing, 
editing,  or  publishing,  169,  318,  319—320,  330.  And  see 
Newspaper. 

where  the  libel  not  one  which  would  justify  criminal  proceed- 
ings, 319. 

to  disprove  plea  of  justification,  not  to  prove  libel,  614. 

inspection  of  libellous  letter  or  document,  169,  317,  320. 

recollection  of  contents  of,  131. 

in  support  of  plea  of  justification,  99,  463,  613. 

particulars  of,  99,  464. 

by  defendant  in  mitigation  of  damagpes,  464. 

to  prove  malice,  320. 

LIEN  OF  SOLICITORS  OR  OTHER  PERSONS, 

where  client  or  person  against  whom  lien  daimed  is  called  on  to 
produce,  203—204. 
of  law  stationer,  auctioneers,  204. 
where  documents  pledg^,  206. 

where  solicitor  or  person  claiming  lien  is  called  on  to  produce, 
203,  206. 
solicitor  litigating  with  his  client,  inspection  and  copies,  206. 
in  winding  up  proceedings,  administration  actions,  206 — 

206. 
in  banlmiptoy,  676. 
whether  same  privilegfes  as  mortg^agee,  644. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTES  OF,  37,  626.    See  Land  and  Plea. 

LIQUIDATOR, 

duty  of  to  give  discovery,  294 — 296. 

where  question  between 'different  classes  of  oontnbutozies, 
294. 
between  liquid,  as  representing  co.,  and  applicant,  296. 
proper  course  for  applicant  to  pursue,  296. 

D.  XX 
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LIQUIDATOR-  continued. 

where  earrjiog  on  action  in  aEother  person's  name,  89. 

right  of  to  have  discovery  from  the  litigant,  296. 

where  liquidator  unable  to  procure  affidavit  of  documents  from 

adirector,  296. 
discovery  from  of  materials  of  conclusion  as  to  value  of  assets, 
364. 

LITIGATION,  documents  in  reference  to  or  view  of,  how  far  privi- 
leged, 368,  405 — 406.     See  Privilege  Legale  on  p.  692. 

LOG-BOOK.    See  Shipping  DoeumenU. 

LUNATIC,  61,  62. 

how  they  sue  and  are  sued,  63. 

next  friends,  committees,  guard,  ad  lit.,  63,  64.    Which  see. 
admissions  in  their  pleadings,  Ord.  XIX.  r.  13.  .63. 
right  of  claimants  to  lunatic' s  estate  to  inspect  documents  in  hands 
of  master  or  registrar,  280 — 281. 
deposited  by  lunatic,  281. 
no  order  agtiinst  committee  of,  for  production  of  documents  in 

possession  of  court,  281. 
licensed  lunatic  asylum  books  of,  514. 
commissioners  of  lunacy,  letters  from,  514,  648. 


3IACHINES,  inspection  of.    See  Inepection  of  Property, 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION,  in  action  for,  to  show  reasonable 
cause,  463. 

3IANDAMUS, 

for  inspection  at  conmion  law,  283,  291. 
discovery  in  aid  of,  3. 

MANOR  DOCUMENTS,  284.    And  see  Court  Salle, 

order  for  limited  inspection  by  copyhold  tenant,  Ord.  XXXI. 

r.  19..  284. 
right  of  tenants  at  common  law.    And  see  Public  Doeumente. 

the  reason  of  the  right,  under  what  circumstances,  of  what 

documents,  284—285. 
distinction  between  right  of  freehold  and  copyhold  tenant, 

285. 
persons  claiming  under  a  tenant,  286. 
inequity, 

reoog^ized  as  a  function  of  discovery,  286. 

distinction   between  claim    to    common    appurtenant   and 

common  appendant,  287. 
payment  of  steward's  fees,  287. 

where  parties  claimed  not  as  tenants,  and  lord  of  manor 
alleged  them  to  be  tenants,  287. 
enfranchisement,  inspection  in  case  of,  286. 

MAPS,  plans,  sketches,  &o.,  208,  375,  387,  395,  508,  509. 

MARRIED  WOMEN, 

how  they  sue  and  are  sued,  Ord.  XVI.  r.  16. . 63,  67. 

discovery  by  next  friends  on  their  behalf,  62,  63,  64,  67.    And 

see  Next  Fricfid, 
affidavit  of  documents  by  her.   62 ;  on  behalf  of  liusband,  67 ; 

where  husband  absconded,  88. 
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HARRIED  WO'HiES— continued. 

disooyeiy  of  her  separate  property,  67. 

old  chancery  practice  as  to  joint  and  separate  answer  of  husband 

and  wife,  and  af&dant  of  documents  by  her,  67 — 68. 
inteiTogatory  asking  her  if  married,  114. 

for  name  of  husband,  20. 
maMnff  co-defendant  with  husband  for  discovery,  61,  68. 
where  legal  advice  taken  on  behalf  of  husband  and  wife,  383 — 384. 
discovery  criminating  or  penalising  husband  and  vice  versft,  342. 

MASTER,  233,  606. 

MATERIAL.    See  Relevant,  Relevaney, 

MATERIALS, 

on  which  conclusion  as  to  value  of  assets  arrived  at,  466. 
for  evidence  or  the  brief.    See  Privilege  Legal. 

MATRIMOKIAL  CAUSES.    See  Divorce. 

MATTERS  IN  QUESTION.    See  JRelevanfy. 
meaning  of,  183. 

MAYOR'S  COURT, 
discovery  in,  623. 
bill  of  discovery  against  garnishees  in  aid  of  attachment,  624. 

in  chancery  in  aid  of  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  624. 

MEANS,  discovery  of  party's,  113—114,  300. 

in  action  for  specific  performance  to  support  injunction,  114. 
for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  114. 
for  seduction,  113. 
of  married  woman's  separate  estate,  114. 

MEDICAL  OFFICERS  OR  MEN, 

reports  of,  to  Insurance  companies,  303,  304. 

on  persons  injured  in  accidents,  421. 
privilege  of,  302—303. 

MEDIUM  OF  COMMUNICATION, 

between  solicitor  and  client,  person  acting  as,  398. 
solicitor  acting  as  between  client  and  other  persons,  433. 

MEMBER, 

discovery  by,  on  behalf  of  body.    See  Bodies. 

of  corporation,  right  to  inspection.     See  Corporation. 

of  Pariiament.    See  Oath. 

MEMORANDA  OF  PARTT, 
relating  to  litigation,  389. 

to  pemgree,  165,  624,  630. 

MERCHANDISE  MARES  ACT,  discovery  under,  556,  582. 

MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACT,  depositions  under,  395,  548. 

MINES,  inspection  of.     See  Inepection  of  Properly. 

MISREPRESENTATIONS,  discovery  of  alleged,  463-454. 

XX  2 
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MODUS.    See  Titlus. 

MORTGAGEE,  Disoovebt  fbox,  weebb  Mobtqaqb  dipbaohbd,  269, 
261—263,  605,  542.     And  see  Valuable  Consideration. 
where  mortgagor's  solioitor  is  mortgagee,  260,  263. 

MORTGAGEE,  Disoovebt  fbox,  webbb  Mobtoaqb  jldmittbd, 
accounts.     See  Aceountt, 

inspection  by  mortgagor  imder  Conveyancing  Act,  542. 
at  to  mortgagee  not  coining  tcithin  the  aety 

no  inspection  of  title  deeds  until  payment  of  principal  inte* 

rest  and  costs,  643,  644. 
reason  of  rule,  644. 

inspection  of  bills  and  notes  comprised  in  security,  544. 
in^>eotion  of  the  mortgage  deed,  643. 
discovery  of  contents :  copies,  544. 
lien  or  equitable  deposit,  544. 
where  mortgagx>r  wishes  to  sell  or  pay  it  off,  645. 
where  mortgagee  as  party  to  suit  has  consented  to  sale,  545. 
must  give  certain  discovery, 

dates  and  natures  of  securities,   property .  comprised, 
amount  due,  accounts,  rate  of  interest,  subsequent 
incumbrances,  names  of  subsequent  incumbrancers, 
546. 
surety  and  creditor,  646. 
person  claiming  through  mortgagx>r,  546. 
subsequent  incumbrancer,  and  prior  mortgage  deed :  prior 

mortgagee  and  subsequent  mortgage  deed,  546. 
transfer  of  mortgage,  646. 

where  tenant  in  common,  trustee,  or  executor  also  mort- 
gagee, 546. 
where  mortgagee  mortgagor's  solicitor,  546. 
production  by  mortgagee  imder  Bankruptcy  Act,  546,  675. 
inspection  of  lease  in  hands  of  mortgagee  by  lessor,  646. 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORTGAGEE, 

privilege  where  same  solicitor  acts  for  both,  382 — 383,  387,  427, 

442. 
production  by  mortgagee  in  absence  of  mortgagor,  203. 
in  absence  of  mortgagee,  202. 

MUTILATING  DOCUMENTS  in  party's  possession.  BoeDettroying. 

NAMES  OF  PERSONS,  discovery  of, 

names  whereabouts  or  interests  of  persons  to  make  them  paxtiee, 
19—20. 
of  persons  having  possession  of  docimients,  19 — 20,  182, 198, 

224. 
of  incumbrancers,  19,  545. 
of  co-executor,  husband,  principal,  owners  of  ship,  assignee 

of  lease,  consignors,  ana  other  persons,  19 — 20,  40,  n. 
of  persons  to  whom  defendant  has  parted  with  his  interest, 

44—45. 
bills  of  discovery  for  this  purpose,  40,  n.,  612. 
of   printers  publishers  and  proprietors  of  newspapers  in 
actions  for  libel  under  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  46.    See  Ifewe- 
paper. 
of  editor,  330. 

of  writer  of  libellous  letter,  159,  330—331. 
of  real  defendant  or  plaintiff,  20,  89. 
of  partners  under  Ozd.  XYI.  r.  14.  .20. 
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NAMES  OP  PERSONS,  discovery  oi^emtinued, 
of  clients  from  solicitors,  306,  376,  439. 

where  solicitors*    partnership  or  agency  affairs  are  being 
Utigated,  33,  307,  428. 
of  witnesses  for  the  party  or  the  adversary.    See  Witnettet. 
of  persons  for  whom  mortgagee  is  trustee,  113. 
of  persons  to  whom  process  had  been  disclosed,  457. 
of  persons  using  or  publishing  invention  in  patent  or  trade -mark 

actions.    See  Patent, 
of  persons  from  whom  goods  with  trade-mark  on  obtained,  556. 
of  customers  and  persons  to  whom  articles  sold  in  same  actions. 

See  Patent, 
of  customers,  300,  306. 

NEGLIGENCE, 

in  actions  for,  discovery  of  steps  taken  by  defendant  (surveyor  or 

attorney)  to  perform  his  duty,  466. 
contributory,  discovery  to  show,  469. 

NEGOTIATIONS,  docmnents  relating  to,  186. 

NEW  TRIAL, 

discovery  for  purpose  of,  or  of  moving  for,  604 — 606. 
bill  to  compel  production  of  documents  for,  605. 
documents  given  in  evidence,  604,  605. 

NEWSPAPERS,  printers,  publishers,  editors,  proprietors  of, 

discovery  of  their  names  in  actions  for  libel  under  6  &  7  Will.  IV . 

0.  76.. 330. 
against  whom  actions  for  discovery  for  this  purpose  may  be 

brought,  330. 
the  discovery  may  be  had  in  the  action  for  relief,  330. 
instances,  330—331. 

NEXT  FRIEND,  63.    See  Infant^  Married  W<man,  Lunaiic. 
interrogating,  63. 

discovery  or  production  of  documents  by,  63,  64. 
distinction  between  next  friend  of  infant  and  of  married  woman,  67. 
action  for  discovery  against,  64. 
application  by  one  next  friend  against  another,  63 — 64. 

NEXT-OF-KIN, 

right  of  inspection   where  intestate's  estate  administered  by 

Crown,  281. 
See  Exeeutor, 

NOTES.    ^Q&Bilh. 

NOTICE, 

purchaser  for  val.  oonsid.  without.    See  Valuable  Oontideration, 
solicitor  examined  to  prove,  434. 

necessify  of  denying  specifically,  260,  261,  262,  537.    And  see 
Valuable  C<maideration, 

NOTICE  TO  INSPECT.    See  Pleading; 


OATH, 

as  to  discovery  being  on,  597. 
persons  exempted,  597. 

peers,  officers  of  Crown,  foreign  sovereign,  bishop,  corporations, 
597. 
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OATB— continued. 

oath  includes  Boleinn  affirmation  and  statutory  declaration,  597. 

declaration  before  burgt)ma8ter,  597. 

not  necessarily  that  of  the  party  from  whom  discovery  of  docu* 

ments  is  sought,  62. 
of  party  giving  discovery  conclusive,  against  that  of  party  seeking 

discovery,  212.     And  see  Description,  Evidence.  Rule  Proteetingy 

Objections  to  anncering  Interrogatories,  Relevant,  Sealing -up, 
of  party  as  to  criminatory  or  penalising  tendency  of  discovery, 

326—327,  328.     See  Fenal  Proceedings  on  p.  683. 
evidence  admitted  to  verify  a  document  not  a  fact,  212,  215. 

OBJECTIONS  TO  DISCOVERY, 

suggested  forms  for  stating  objections,  627,  630. 

Matters  not  conBtituting  objections  if  material  for 
determination  of  immediate  issue,  but  taken  into 
consideration  if  not  so  clearly  material,  298. 
Where  the  party  injuriously  affected,  298—302. 
expense,  inconvenience,  trouble,  298. 

oppressive  discovery,  meaning  of,  298 — 299. 
recovering  costs  of  unnecessary  discovery,  299. 
that  the  discovery  can  be  got  aliunde,  299. 

pedigrees  obtained  from  Herald's  Coll.,  copies  of 

public  documents,  299. 
wnere  matters  within  party's  exclusive  knowledge, 
300. 
that  it  will  disclose  his  private  means,  business  affairs,  &c. 

300—301. 
private  and  confidential  matters  or  communications, 

301—302. 
that  it  will  expose  him  to  a  civil  suit,  301. 
Where  other  persons  injuriously  affected,  302 — 307. 

private  and  confidential   matters   or  communications, 
302,  303. 
distinction  between  voluntary  disclosure  out  of  court 
and   compulsory  disclosure   under   sanction   of 
court,  302. 
no  privilege  arising  out  of  closest  confidential  rela- 
tionship, 302. 
friend,  parent,   servant,   steward,    trustee,    derk, 

medical  man,  clerg^yman,  priest,  302 — 303. 
where  party  tmder  promise  not  to  give  the  informa- 
tion, 304. 
where  the  disclosure  sought  by  a  person  within  the 

compact  of  confidence,  304. 
whether  where  dispute,  obligation  of  secrecy  re- 
moved, 305. 
distinction    between   production    of    document  in 
which  another  person  has  a  property  and  disclo- 
sure of  its  contents,  305. 
disclosure  of  names  or  private  affairs  of  customers,  306 
—307. 
in  litigation  over  partnership  affairs,  307. 
in  litigation  over  partnership  or  agency  of  soli- 
citors :  professional  privilege,  307. 
discovery  exposing  other  persons  to  actions,  307. 

Miscellaneous  objections  to  discovery,  307. 
where  improper  motive,  307. 

to  ayoid  subjecting  witness  ta  cross-examination,  308. 
to  prepare  for  crosB-ezaminatioD,  308. 
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OBJECTIONS  TO  BISCOVERT— «m«ni*frf. 

Miflcellaneoua  objectionB  to  discoverv — eontinued, 

where  suspected  that  document  intended  to  be  used  for 
criminal  proceedings ;  or  for  proceedings  against  another 
person,  308. 
to  gain  time:    order  for  affidavit   of  documents   against 

plaintifl  abroad  refused,  308. 
whether  right  to  discovery  can  be  lost  by  oontraot,  308. 
correspondence  without  prejudice,  308. 
limited  right  of  member  of  co.  to  inspection,  308 — 309. 
where  party  has  bound  himself  not  to  investigate  busi- 
ness booKs,  309. 
where  document  if  made  use  of  before  jury  might  be  in- 
jurious, 309. 

Established  exceptions  to  right  of  discovery,  309—310. 

OBJECTIONS  TO  ANSWERING  INTERROOATORIBS,  108. 
suggested  forms  for  stating  objections,  627. 
any  objection  may  be  taken  in  the  answer,  108. 
not  precluded  from  objecting  to  answer  interrogatorieB  which 

might  have  been  struck  out,  110. 
technicality  of  full  answer  done  away  with,  108. 
objections  which  may  be  taken, 

scandalous,  105,  108.     See  Scandal, 
irrelevant,  108,  110.    See  Melepant,  Belevancy. 
not  bona  fide,  103,  108. 

not  sufficiently  material  at  that  stage,  110,  298. 
on  any  other  ground,  108,  116. 
in  what  cases  necessary  to  state  objection  in  answer,  108. 
validity  of  party's  oath  in  reference  to  his  claim  for  protection 
against  answering :  how  displaced  and  his  claim  to  protection 
falsified,  109. 

OBJECTIONS  TO  TITLE,  discovery  as  to,  from  solioitor,  439. 

OFFICER,  discovery  by,  on  behalf  of  corporate  or  other  body.    See 
Bodies, 

OFFICIAL  REFEREE,  673—674,  606. 

OFFICIAL  REPORTS  or  other  documents.    See  Fublic  InteruU. 

ONUS  OF  PROOF,  obligation  of  party  on  whom,  499. 

OPINION, 

counsel's,  370,  396.    See  Privilege  Legai, 
document  containing  mere  matter  of,  184,  417. 

OPPOSITE  PARTY, 
meaning  of,  57. 

whether  discovery  may  be  had  from  a  person  not  an  opposite 
party, 
by  way  of  interrogatories,  57. 
by  way  of  discovery  and  production  of  documents,  68. 

inspection  on  notice  under  rule  15  of  Old.  XXXI. . .  68. 
co-defendants ;  other  persons  after  decree,  58,  59,  568. 
third  parties :  defendant  to  counterclaim,  57,  58. 
communicatioas  between  opposite  parties  through  solicitor,  432. 

OPPRESSIVE  DISCOVERY,  298.    And  see  OppresHve  iVv/wr,  &c. 
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OPPRESSIVE,  PROLIX,  UNNECESSARY  interrogatories.    And 

see  Oppretiive. 
how  deah  with  under  old  rules,  and  in  chancery,  106,  107,  111. 
striking  out,  107.     And  see  Striking  Out. 
unnecessarv-  not  equivalent  to  irrelevant,  107. 
practice  of  interrogating  to  every  allegation  in  the  pleadings, 

107,  111. 
where  interrogatories  unreasonably  wide,  need  not  be  answered 

in  full,  108. 
dealing  with,  as  question  of  costs  instead  of  strikirgout,  106, 107. 
practice  of  court  as  to  settling  or  dissecting  good  horn  bad,  107. 

ORDER,  discovery  after  or  for  purpose  of  working  out.  See  Judgment. 

ORDER  FOR  AFFIDAVIT  OF  DOCUMENTS.    See  Affidavit  of 
Bocumenia. 
difference  between  order  in  chanc.  and  in  0.  L.  Div.  154,  180. 
forms  of  and  of  summonses  for,  629 — 630. 

OTHER  CAUSES  OR  MATTERS  THAN  ACTIONS,  discovery 

in,  672—676. 
under  Ord.  XXXI.  rr.  1,  12,  14,  16.  .672. 
plaintiff,  defendant,  cause,  matter,  pleading,  party,  definitions  of, 

672. 
various  causes  or  matters,  672 — 676. 

OWNERSHIP,  discovery  of  acts  of,  463. 


PARCELS  IN  DEEDS,  inspection  of,  other  parts  being  sealed  up, 
236,  508. 

PARDON  OF  CRIME,  whether  objection  to  discovery  removed  by, 
331. 

PARISH, 

inspection  of  parochial,  county,  rating  documents  by  inhabitants 
or  ratepayers,  283.     And  see  Public  Documents. 

parochial  books  inspection  of  to  see  if  house  in  parish,  609. 

parish  re^sters,  copies  of  entries  in  made  by  party  or  his  solicitor, 
when  privileged,  392,  394.    And  see  Frivilege  Legal  on  p.  691. 

parish  books  pai>ty*s  obligation  to  search  for  or  discover  informa- 
tion therein,  136,  143,  299. 

PAROL  AGREEMENT  OR  TRUST,  discovery  of,  36—37,  335,  366. 

PARTICULARITT  OF  ANSWER.    See  Amwer. 

PARTICULARS, 

under  Ord.  XIX.  rr.  6  and  7.  .464. 

instances,  464 — 456. 

in  actions  for  libel,  slander,  infringement  of  patent,  fraud,  and 

admiralty  causes.     See  these  heads, 
of  acts  of  cruelty  in  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes,  664. 
discovery  before  giving  particulars.     See  Stage  of  Actum. 
discovery  in  the  nature  of  particulars, 
when  allowable,  451 — 452. 
offer  to  give  particulars,  91,  462. 
discovery  of  the  substantial  particulars  on  which  party  relies, 

451—462. 
instances,  452-464,  457. 
in  actions  for  infring^ement  of  patent.     See  Patent. 
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PARTIES,  D1800YEBT  OF  "Names  or  Pebsons  to  xaxe  theh  Pasties. 
See  Kame8. 

PABTIES,  Who  ase,  fob  the  Pitbposb  of  Discoyebt.    And  see 
Opposite  Party^  and  Interettf  no  Person  without. 
persons  from  and  in  favour  of  whom  discoyery  can  be  enforced,  39. 
only  from  party  to  the  proceedings,  39. 
power  of  ordering  any  person  to  be  examined  on  oath  or  produce 

documents,  39,  n. 
definition  of  party,  61. 
who  are  parties  to  an  action,  39. 

diBOoyery  from  other  persons  on  party's  behalf.     See  Plaintiff. 
where  discoyery  is  sought  after  decree  or  judgment.  See  Judgment. 
who  can  be  made  parties  to  action  for  diiscoyery,  614. 

PARTING  WITH  POSSESSION  OF  DOCUMENTS.    See  Poa- 
MstioH  or  Power. 

PARTITION, 

in  action  for,  inspection  of  house,  579. 

after  decree  for,  discoyery  of  documents,  568. 

PARTNERS, 

right  of,  to  inspect  partnership  documents,  280. 

cases  and  opinions,  382. 
where  partnership  denied,  32 — 33,  189,  507. 
obligation  of  one  partner  in  absence  of  others  to  answer  as  to 
partnership  affairs,  135 — 137. 
produce  partnership  documents,  198 — 201. 

PATENT,  petition  for  revocation  of,  interrogatories  in,  573. 

PATENTS  OR  TRADE  HARES,  actions  for  infringement  of. 

Statutory  particulars  in  patent  actions,  and  discovery 
'      in  nature  of,  550. 

object  of  particulars,  551. 

by  plaintiff,  particulars  of  breaches :  by  defendant,  particu- 
lars of  objections,  grounds  on  which  disputed,  times  and 
places  of  previous  publication  or  user,  550. 

amending  particulars,  550,  552. 

times  and  places,  &c.,  form  of  order  for  particulars  of,  and 
what  partictilars  necessary,  551,  552. 

names  and  addresses  of  persons,  by  whom  published  or  uaed, 
551,  552. 

present  practice,  552. 

whether  legitimate  to  get  the  particulars  by  interrogatories, 
552. 

practice  in  equity  as  to  ordering  particulars,  551. 

discovery  similar  to  these  particulars  refused  in  earlier  oases, 
as  disclosing  party's  case,  or  eridence,  or  witnesses,  553. 

Discovery  from  defendant  other  than  that  in  nature 
of  particulars,  553. 
what  discovery  held  legitimate,  553 — 554. 
discovery  disclosing  his  processes,  trade  affairs,  names  of 
customers,  profits,  &c.,  not  granted  unless  clearly  material, 
663—564. 
materials  used  in  process,  55^. 
in  trade  mark  action,  553. 

discovery  for  purpose  of  the  decree  :  in  aid  of  inquiry  as  to 
damages  or  reference  for  an  account,  554,  569. 
no   objection   to    disclosing  names  of  customers  that 
plaintiff  would  proceed  against  them,  and  his  trade 
be  mined,  554. 
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PATENTS  OR  TRADE  MARKS,  kQ.—continued. 

Discovery  from  plaintiff  other  than  that  in  nature  of 
particulars,  555. 
as  to  specifications,  555. 
in  trade  mark  action  quantities  of  goods  sold  with  trade 

mark  on,  453. 
to  prove  invalidity  of  patent,  555. 
as  to  proceedings  against  other  persons,  555. 
action  for  discovery  by  trade  mark  owners  against  shippers  to 

discover  names  of  consignors,  556. 
Merchandise  Marks  Act,  discovery  and  inspection  under,  in  case 
of  infringement  of  trade  mark,  556. 
of  names  of  persons  from  whom  articles  obtained,  556. 
inspection  of  processes,  articles,  &c.,  556. 
where  party  unable  to  answer  without  ocular  demonstration,  555. 

PATRON  AND  RECTOR.    See  Beetor, 

PAWNED  ARTICLES,  discovery  of.    See  rdluabl&  ConaideraiUm, 

PAYING  MONEY  INTO  COURT,  discovery  for  purpose  of.    See 
Court, 

PAYMENT,  particulars  of  plea  of,  456. 

PEDIGREE, 

parts  of,  may  be  sealed  up,  524. 

what  parts  may  be  protected  and  what  not,  622 — 623,  624. 

validity  of  party's  assertion  as  to  parts  for  which  protection 

claimed,  522—623,  624. 
recitals  in  deeds  may  show  pedig^e,  624. 
extracts  from  parish  registers  showing  pedigree,  299,  624. 
pedigree  obtained  from  Herald's  College,  2l>9,  624. 
notes  of  pedigree  made  by  party,  524. 
discovery  of   details  of   his  pedigree  by  defendant,   528 :   by 

plaintiff,  634. 
discovery  by  defendant  relating  to  plaintiff  s  pedigree,  623,  626 — 

626. 

PEER.    See  Oath, 

PENAL  PROCEEDINGS, 

discovery  exposing  party  to,  311. 

nemo  tenetur  seipsum  prodere  or  aocusare,  313. 

general  principle,  313. 

general  nature  of  penal  proceedings  to  which  rule  applies,  313. 

Ust  of  crimes,  punishments,  penalties,  forfeitures,  where  discovery 

allowed  or  refused,  311. 
not  material  that  if  he  answer  in  the  negative  he  will  not  subject 

himself,  313. 
how  applied  to  production  of  documents,  314,  328 — 329. 
affidavit  of  documents,  316. 
documents  deposited  in  court,  314,  n. 
party's  refusal  to  answer  not  to  be  allowed  to  prejudice  him,  or  as 

evidence  of  guilt,  316. 
difficult  to  avoid  his  being  prejudiced  before  jury,  316,  317. 
no  difference  that  he  has  already  partly  answered,  316. 
predecessor  in  title,  disability  in,  332. 
waiver  of  penalty  or  forfeiture,  331. 
where  time  for  recovering  expired,  331. 
where  crime  pardoned,  331. 
death  of  person  entitled  to  sue,  331. 
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Manner  and  form  of  raiBing  objection, 
interrogatory  oannot  be  struok  oat,  317. 
must  take  objection  on  oath  in  the  answer,  317. 

old  chanoery  practice :  old  oommon  law  practice,  319 — 
320. 
must  object  on  oath  to  produce  document,  317. 
exact  form  of  claim  for  protection  against  answering  or  pro- 
duction, 328. 

Nature  and  scope  of  objection :  its  conclusiveness,  321. 
protected  from  answering  no^  only  what  must  but  what  may 

subject  him,  321. 
not  only  the  actual  fact,  but  collateral  facts,  321. 
any  fact  which  may  furnish  link  in  chain  or  step  in  prosecu- 
tion, 321—322. 
no  rule  possible,  322. 
instances,  322—323. 

where  a¥owed  purpose  to  prove  the  penal  matter,  322,  323. 
where  no  such  avowed  purpose,  but  effect  apparent,  322,  326. 
where  not  so  apparent,  and  party  states  matters  to  show 

effect,  322. 
where  unable  to  state  all  the  matters,  and-  court  obliged  to 

rely  on  his  oath,  322,  326—327. 
where  court  able  to  judge  of  his  liability,  326. 
to  what  extent  and   under  what  circumstances   his  oath 

accepted  by  court,  326—327. 
objection  founded  sot  on  purpose  for  which  sought,  but  the 

use  that  might  be  made  of  it,  322,  324. 
where  discovery  having  a  penalising  tendency  mixed  up  with 

other  discovery,  326. 

Statutes  compelling  discovery  exposing  to  penal  con- 
sequences, 329—330. 
provisions  to  prevent  its  being  used  for  penal  proceedings, 

329—330. 
not  in  favour  of  informers,  330. 

Distinction  between  disability  to  take  inflicted  as 
penalty,  and  disability  arising  from,  policy  or 
rules  of  law,  332. 

papist ;  alien ;  disability  of,  332. 

outlaw,  discovery  of  estate  of,  in  favour  of  Crown,  333. 

disability  in  predecessor  in  title,  332. 

Distinction  between  forfeiture  or  penalty  and  loss  or 
determination  of  interest,  334. 

determination  of  interest  by  conditional  limitation,  336. 

forfeiture  on  marriage,  alienation,  disputing  testator's  com- 
petency to  make  will,  336. 

usurious  contract  or  security,  334. 

loss  of  a  debt,  334. 

invalidity  of  contract  or  security,  as  immoral,  illegal,  &o. 
334—335. 

to  show  that  party  owed  a  debt  or  was  subject  to  civil  suit, 
46  Geo.  3,  c.  37.-335. 

discovery  in  favour  of  Crown  of  goods  imported  without 
payment  of  duty,  penalty  being  waived,  335. 

tenures  in  capite,  336. 

Where  he  has  subjected  himself  to  penalty  or  for- 
feiture by  his  own  agreement,  336—337. 
stipulated  damages,  337. 
forfeiture  of  lease  on  breach  of  coveoants,  337. 
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Where  he  haa  expressly  or  by  conduct  bound  himself 
to  give  the  discovery,  337. 
not  in  the  case  of  criminal  matter,  339. 
broker  employed  in  faith  that  he  had  properly  qualified  him- 
self— penalty  for  acting  without  qualification,  338. 
where  each  party  knows  that  the  other  will  be  liable  to  a 

penalty,  338. 
executor :  penalirr  under  bond  to  duly  administer  assets,  339. 
penalty  of  oond  for  performance  of  award,  339. 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  where  trustee  affected,  339,  343. 
not  every  case  of  indictable  fraud,  conspiracy  or  perjury,  340. 
fraud  in  policies,  in  favour  of  underwriters,  340. 
fraudulent  conveyance  under  statutes  of  Elizabeth,  841. 
broker,  breach  of  oath :  discovery  of  accounts  to  principal,  339. 


where  the  perjury  has  been  committed  in  the  suit  itself^  341. 

punishment  in  the  old  Ecclesiastical  Court,  matter  exposing  to, 
342. 

illeg^ty  of  transaction  no  protection  if  no  penalty,  342. 

that  it  will  disoredit  the  party  no  objection,  if  relevant,  341. 

trustee,  executor,  attorney,  agent,  member  of  corporation,  posi- 
tion of,  in  respect  of  discovery  affecting  the  cestui  que  trust, 
legatee,  client,  principal,  corporation,  342 — 343. 

oidy  protected  from  discovery  of  matter  penalising  himself,  342. 

husband  and  wife,  343. 

pezial  proceedings  in  foreign  country,  344. 

actions  to  recover  penalties  or  enxoroe  forfeitures,  discovery  in 
aid  of,  346. 

PENALTIES.    See  FMal  Froceedingt, 

PEBTINENT.    See  Relevant, 

PETITION,  DISCOVERY  IN.    And  see  Company, 
interrogatories,  673. 
for  revocation  of  patent,  673. 
winding-up  petition,  inspection  in,  292,  672. 
election  petition,  673. 
of  right.    See  Croum, 

PHOTOGRAPHS, 

of  documents  under  order  for  inspection  in  libel  action,  176. 
of  houses  and  tombstones  procured  by  solicitor,  392.    See  iViVi- 
Uge  Legal, 

PHYSICIANS,  MEMBER  OF  COLLEaE  OF,  right  to  inspection, 
289. 

PLACE  OF  PRODUCTION  FOR  PURPOSE  OF  INSPECTION, 
164. 
primary  place  in  chancery  division ;  in  common  law  division, 

166—166. 
deposit  in  court  at  central  office  or  district  registzy,  166. 
when  ordered, 

where  suspicion  of  documents  being  tampered  with,  172. 
where  fear  that  documents  will  not  be  produced  at  trial, 

172. 
for  safe  custody,  172. 
where  satisfactory  inspection  cannot  be  had,  172. 
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PLACE  OF  PRODUCTION,  Ac— continued. 

deposit  in  oourt  at  central  office  or  district  registry — eoniinu$d. 
practice,  166-- 168. 
delivery  ont  to  depositor,  168. 
inspection  by,  168. 

documents  detained  for  purpose  of  criminal  proceedings,  169. 
at  office  of  solicitor  of  party  whose  documents  are  to  be  inspected, 

164,  166—166. 
bankers*  books  and  books  in  use  in  business  at  usual  place  of 

custody,  170—171. 
documents  of  corporation  or  local  board :  documents  abroad : 

court  rolls,  170—171. 
where  voluminous  and  in  use  at  a  distance,  copies  of  those  re- 
quired, 170. 
where  risk  and  inconvenience  in  moving,  170. 
whether  regard  had  to  poverty  of  either  party  in  fixing  place,  172. 
staying  proceedings  pending  inspection,  173. 
whetherCourt  of  Appeal  will  int^ere with  judge*s  discretion,  172. 
mode  of  application  to  vary  order  by  directing  inspection  at  other 

places,  and  costs  of,  173. 
production  at  other  places  at  request  of  inspecting  party,  173. 

PLAINTIFF.    And  see  Opposite  Party  and  Partiea  Who  are^  ^. 

whether  any  distinction  between  obligation  of,  and  of  defendant. 

See  Defendant. 
definition  of,  61. 
where  incapacitated  from  giving  discovery  personally  on  oath, 

61—62. 
whether  right  to  sue  dependent  on  discovery  being  given,  61 — 62. 
giving  discovery  through  some  person  on  Ms  behalf,  62. 
order  for  affidavit  on  all  the  plaintifEs,  87. 
where  one  unable  to  join,  87. 
husband  and  wife  where  husband  absconded,  88. 
peorsons  suing  in  other  persons'  names,  88 — 89. 

interrogatories  to  discover  whether  nominal  plaintiff  is  real 
plaintiff,  89. 

PLANS.    See  Maps. 

liberty  to  take  plans  under  order  for  inspection  of  property,  579. 

PLEA.    And  see  Consequential. 

discovery  of  matter  inconsistent  with  or  disproving  plea,  34. 
affirmative  plea,  what  discovery  obtainable  in  case  of,  16,  n.,  36. 
discovery  necessary  in  case  of  various  pleas,  36 — 38. 

PLEADINGS,  INSPECTION    OF  DOCUMENTS  REFERRED 
TO  IN, 
Present  practice,  240. 

regulated  by  Oid.  XXXI.  rr.  16— 18. .  164,  240—246. 
affidavits,  meaning  of,  in  these  rules,  242.    See  Affidavits. 
pleadings,  meaning  of,  242. 

penalty  of  being  unable  to  use  the  documents  in  evidence,  244. 
ground  for  distinction  between  different  obligation  of  plaintiff 

and  defendant  under  these  rules,  244,  246. 
obligation  of  plaintiff  to  produce  documents  referred  to  in 
claim,  243—244. 
before  defence,  243—244. 
reason  for,  244,  246. 
what  amounts  to  a  reference  to  documents,  242. 
copies  of  documents  referred  to,  242. 
entries  in  books  referred  to,  242. 
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PLEADINGS,    INSPECTION    OF  DOCUMENTS  REFERRED 
TO  m—(»ntinued. 
Present  practice — continued. 

praotioe  under  these  rules,  242 — 244. 
form  of  notice  to  inspect,  243. 
Old  chancery  practice  as  to,  246. 

common  law  practice  did  not  obtain,  246. 
documents  stated  or  referred  to  in  bill,  246. 

applications  for  inspection  before  answer,  247 — 260. 
reasons  for  refusal,  260 — 261. 
documents  stated  or  referred  to  in  answer,  261. 

distinction  between  reference  in  that  part  of  answer 
constituting  the  defence  and  that  constituting  the 
discovery,  253,  255. 
Hardman  v.  EUames,  rule  of :  narrow  scope  of :  not  on  a 

level  with  common  law  practice,  251 — 264. 
documents  on  which  defendant  founded  his  title,   or 

alleged  to  take  away  plaintiif's  title,  264. 
documents  forming  part  of  the  answer,  266. 
inspection  to  see  whether  contents  correctly  set  out,  265 

—266. 
electing  to  answer  by  production,  256. 
documents  sought  to  be  set  aside,  or  reformed,  or  otherwise  tm- 
peached,  or  charged  to  contain  matters  supporting  plaintiff^ s 
case,  256. 
old  contention  that  plaintiff  entitled  to  see  them,  267 — 

269. 
production  ordered  at  the  hearing  in  some  cases,  268. 
right  to  see  agreement,  257. 
where  charges  specifically  met,  party  in  same  position  as 

if  not  made,  257,  259,  260. 
where  not  specifically  met,  production  ordered,  260. 
where  suspicious  circumstances,  260. 
in  actions  by  clients  against  solicitors,  260,  263. 
instances,  261—263. 

documents  subordinate  or  subsequent  to  the  impeached 
document,  263. 
Old  common  law  practice  as  to  documents  relied  on  as 
foundation  of  action  or  defence,  263. 
profert  and  oyer :  aboUshed  by  C.  L.  P.  Act,  264,  265. 
equitable  jurisdiction,  264. 

where  necessary  for  framing,  pleading,  or  maintaining 

claim  or  defence,  264. 
documents  to  which  applicant  was  party  either  in  fact 
or  interest,  and  held  on  quasi  trust  for  him,  264 — 265. 
originally  confined  to  cases  where  only  one  copy  of  a 

document,  265. 
enlarged  owing  to  abolition  of  profert  and  oyer  by 

C.  L.  P.  Act,  266. 
so  enlarged  it  covered  every  case  where  party  relied  on 

instrument,  265—266. 
instances,  266—268. 
not  so  readily  allowed  in  case  of  title  deeds  or  trade 

books,  267. 
whether  admissible  for  purpose  of  fishing  out  a  case,  268. 
not  to  determine  what  plea  to  plead,  but  to  assist  him  to 

plead  a  particular  plea,  268. 
at  what  stage,  268. 
where  suggestion  of  forgery,  268. 
practice,  269. 
where  person  not  party  to  action  had  possession,  270. 
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POLICY.     See  TTnderwriters  and  Iruuranee. 

of  fire  insaranoe,  in  action  on,  discoTery  by  plain  tiffs,  471. 

POSSESSION  OR  POWER,  DOCUMENTS  IN  PARTY'S, 
Admission  of, 

admission  of,  necessary  for  purpose  of  order  for  prodaction, 

153,  191,  208. 
evidence  to  show  possession  not  admissible,  163,  101. 
where  notice  to  inspect  documents  referred  to  in  pleadings 

under  Ord.  XXXi.  r.  16.  .191. 
wiiere  application  under  rule  18. .  164. 
reason  of  requiring  an  admission,  191. 
what  is  an  admission,  191. 
affidavit  to  correct  admission,  191. 
the  possession  must  be  at  the  time,  191. 
where  party  who  has  made  the  admission  is  dead,  191. 
where  one  of  two  parties  who  has  made  the  admission  is 

dead,  200. 
where  two  parties  have  admitted  possession,  no  order  on 

one  without  service  on  the  other,  200. 
whether  admission  of  solicitor  is  admission  of  client,  191, 195. 
Parting  with  possession  or  mutilating  or  destroying 

documents, 
after  order  for  production,  for  affidavit,  post  litem  motam, 

192—193. 

POSSESSION  OR  POWER  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  PRODUC 
TION,  193. 

different  from  possession  or  power  for  the  purpose  of  the  affidavit 
of  documents,  or  of  disclosure  of  their  contents,  136,  193,  224, 
226,  306. 

means  not  corporeal  but  legal  possession,  194. 

sole  legal  possession,  not  jointly  with  others,  194. 

reason  why  production  not  ordered  where  other  persons  have 
a  property  in  the  documents,  196. 

where  another  person  has  an  interest  in  the  documents,  but  not 
in  the  nature  of  property,  194. 

where  the  documents  are  in  another  country,  194. 

where  they  are  in  the  possession  of  the  soUoitor,  agent,  or  other 
person  on  the  party's  behalf,  194. 

the  obligation  of  the  party  to  obtain  documents  in  his  sole  legal, 
but  not  in  his  corporeal,  possession,  196. 

where  wrongfully  withheld,  what  steps  he  must  take,  196. 

making  the  solicitor,  agent  or  other  person  wrongfully  withhold- 
ing Uiem  a  party,  196. 

whether  an  otder  can  be  made  on  such  person,  if  not  a  party,  196. 

his  obligation  to  produce  documents  not  in  his  sole  legal  pos- 
session, 197. 

the  necessity  of  stating  the  names  and  addresses  and  nature  of 
ownership  of  the  persons  having  a  property  in  the  documents, 
198. 

as  to  the  inspecting  party  applying  for  their  assent,  198. 

as  to  making  them  parties,  198. 

discovery  of  the  contents  of  the  documents,  198. 

where  the  other  persons  interested  are  parties,  208. 

instances  of  property  of  other  persons  interfering  or  not  inter- 
fering with  order  for  procluotion,  197 — 208. 
partners  and  partnership  documents,  199 :  co-executor  and 
executorship  documents,  199:  co-truMtee  and  trust  docu- 
ments, 199:  trustee  in  absence  of  cestui  que  trust,  202: 
person  having  a  representative  character  in  absence  of 


688  INDEX. 

POSSESSION  OR  POWER,  Scc-^amtinued. 

instances  of  property  of  other  persons,  &c. — continued, 

persons  whom  he  represents,  202  :  public  officer  of  com- 
pany, 203 :  members  of  club,  203 :  shareholders,  203 : 
principal  and  agent,  199,  200,  201,  208,  226  :  solicitor  and 
client,  199,  200,  208,  226:  steward  and  employer,  200, 
208 :  trustees  or  treasurer  of  concern,  200,  201 :  dii^Bctors 
of  company,  200  :  other  instances,  199 — 203. 
documents  relating  to  compromise  of  dispute  between  the 

party  and  another  person,  201. 
persons  interested  imder  settlement,  201. 
mortgage  in  absence  of  mortgagor,  203. 
mortgagor  in  absence  of  mortgagee,  202. 
lien  of  solicitor  and  other  persons,  203.     See  Lien, 
testator*s  documents,  whose  assent  necessary,  200. 
lunatic's  committee,  deeds  in  custody  of  court,  200. 
copies  of  documents  in  which  other  persons  have  a  property,  203, 
206. 
under  what  circumstances  they  may  be  protected,  206. 
letters  or  other  documents  written  or  entrusted  in  confidence,  206. 
documents  lent  for  a  limited  purpose,  208» 
distinction  between  production  under  sanction  of  court  and  volun- 
tary disclosure  out  of  court,  206,  208. 
documents  already  produced  by  co-defendant  for  inspection  of 

which  plaintiff  has  copies,  206,  207. 
documents  the  subject  of  a  covenant  for  production :  production 
of  copies :  disclosure  of  contents,  208. 

POSSESSION  OR  POWER  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  INCLU- 
SION IN  THE  AFFIDAVIT,  224. 
distinction  between  discovery  and  production,  135,  224,  226,  305. 
what  documents  must  be  included.    See  Affidavit  of  Documentt. 

POSSESSION  OR  POWER  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  ANSWERS 
TO  INTERROGATORIES,  135. 

POST  OFFICE  BOOKS,  inspection  of,  289. 

POSTPONING  DISCOVERY.    See  Consequential, 
form  of  summons  for,  629. 

form  of  objection  to  answering  an  interrogatory  on  this  ground, 
627. 
producing  a  document,  630 — 631. 

PRACTICE.    See  AppUeationa, 

PREMISES,  inspection  of.    See  Inapeetion  of  Zand. 

PRESENTATION,  bishop's  registry  of,  inspection,  290. 

PRIORITY  OF  RIGHT  OF  DISCOVERY, 

connection  between  obligpation  to  give  and  right  to  require  dis- 
covery, 602. 
in  some  cases  an  advantage  before  giving  discovery  to  get  dis- 
covery, 602. 
where  pairty  unable  to  give  it  without  inspection,  602. 
old  chancery  practice,  602 — 603. 
where  party  in  contempt  or  in  custody,  603. 
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PMVILEaE, LEGAL  PROFESSIONAL, 
foundation  of  rule,  350 — 351. 
limited  to  obtaining  the  assistanoe  of  lawyers  and  all  things 

reasonably  necessaiy  therefor,  350 — 351. 
does  not  rest  on  confidence,  350 — 361. 
exercise  of  the  privilege  not  to  be  allowed  to  prejudice  the  dienty 

351. 

Fraud,  illegality,  crime,  exception  in  cases  of,  352. 

what  is  fraud,  353. 

solicitor  must  be  party  to,  353,  426,  431. 

what  is  being  party  to,  353 — 354. 

preparing  or  refusing  to  prepare  fraudulent  or  usurious 
deeds,  354 — 355. 

where  party  to  a  fraud  by  which  his  client  forged  a  signa- 
ture to  a  will,  355. 

trust  of  counsel  does  not  extend  to  suppression  of  deed  or 
will,  355,  427. 

illegal  purpose,  where  consulted  for,  356. 

secret  illegal  trust,  communications  relating  to,  355. 

where  crime  and  not  private  fraud  solicitor's  duty  to  dis- 
close, though  not  a  party  to  it,  355 — 356. 

forg^  documents  where  brought  to  a  solicitor,  356,  440. 

admission  to  solicitor  by  client  that  guilty  of  matrimonial 
offence,  356. 


the  persons  within  the  privilege,  356 — 357,  396 — 897. 

person  consulted  under  mistaken  impression  that  he  was  a 
solicitor,  357. 
privilege  different,  according  to  whether  the  disooveiy  Bought  of 
the  client  or  solicitor,  358,  429. 


The  client, 

his  knowledge  informaium  and  beliefs  858. 

bound  to  msoover  all  he  knows  believes  and  thinks,  858. 
cannot  refuse  to  discover  any  matter,  because  he  has 

communicated  it  to  his  solicitor,  358. 
under  what  circumstances  privileged  where  sdely  derived 

from  privileged  communications,  359 — 363. 
where  obtained  by  the  solicitor  or  his  agents,  361,  362. 
where  not  obtained  with  a  view  to  litigation,  861. 
where  obtained  by  client,  361. 
facts  patent  to  the  senses  or  mere  matters  of  fact,  860, 

361,  362,  868. 
where  derived  from  reports  prepared  to  enable  solicitor 

to  frame  affidavit,  363. 
his  belief  derived  from  reading  the  brief,  362. 
belief  founded  on  privileged  information,  862. 
where  the  information  is  tiiat  of  his  agent,  864 — 865. 
where  he  says  he  can  only  answer  by  reference  to  a 

privilege  document,  365. 
test  of  suffidenoy  not  whether  the  matter  contained  in  a 
privileged  document,  but  whether  privileged  in  itsdf  , 
365. 
whether  privileged  matter  retains  its  privilege  in  whaterer 

document  found.  366. 
whether  privilege  lost  by  communioation  to  the  adversary  or 
other  persons,  866,  867,.  878. 

D.  Y  Y 
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The  client— €ontimted. 

oommanications  made  or  documents  g^yen  to  solioitor  for 
purpose  of  oommonication  to  other  persons,  366,  375,  378, 
433,  434,  439,  440. 
where  the  document  has  been  prodnoed  in  court  in  other  pro- 
ceedings, 366,  378,  440. 
privilegfe  not  limited  to  actual  communications  between  client 

and  adviser,  368,  n. 
old  distinction  between  conmiunications  before  and  after  dis- 
pute arises,  or  having  and  not  having  reference  to  liti- 
gation, 368. 
origin  of,  370. 
its  unreasonableness,  369. 
now  done  away  with,  368,  371. 

except  as  to  certain  documents,  403. 
ran^e  of  privilege  note  obtaining  whether  in  reference  to  litiga^ 
tion  or  after  dispiUe  arisen^  or  noty  368,  371. 
once  privileged,  always  privileged,  371. 
not  every  communication  between  solicitor  and  client, 

872. 
communications  relating  to  subject-matter  of  suit,  373. 
must  be  professional :  for  getting  legal  advice,  368,  371, 

372,  373,  440. 
for  information  as  to  matter  of  fact,  372,  440. 
for  the  purpose  of  business,  356,  441. 
what  is  professional  employment,  373. 

relating  to  a  bargain  or  sale,  375 :  to  the  receipts  of 
rents  or  tithes,  375,  376 :  to  the  procuring  loans  or 
investing  money  for  cUent,  376. 
the  communication  protected  as  a  whole,  372. 
where  the  adviser  only  consulted  as  a  conJGldential  friend, 

377. 
where  consulted  before  retainer,  377. 
where  he  refuses  the  employment :  to  draw  a  deed,  378. 
where  the  client  thought  that  the  attorney  had  consented 

to  act,  378. 
the  confidential  nature  of  the  communications,  378 — 379. 
the  validity  of  the  party's  assertion  as  to  their  confi.- 

dential  nature,  378. 
where  the  applicant  has  an  interest  in  the  cases  and 
opinions  or  other  communications,  or  where  they 
were  taken  or  passed  on  his  behalf,  379. 
cestui  que  trust  and  trustee,  379 — 381.   See  Trustee : 
ratepayer  and  corporation,   381 :    landlord  and 
tenant,  382:  partner,  382:  husband  and  wife, 
382,  383—384  :  other  instances,  383. 
where  the  same  solicitor  acts  for  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  382 — 383, 
427,  442. 
where  the  applicant  has  relied  on  the  legal  advice 
taken  by  the  other  party,  383. 
where  the  cUent  is  dead,  the  rights  of  parties  claiming 
under  him  to  inspection,  385. 
communications  relating  to  a  secret  illegal  trust,  385. 

in  the  course  of  preparing  the  will, 
385. 
as  to  the  assent  of  the  executor  or  heir,  385. 
in  a  suit  to  impeach  a  sale  to  the  client*s  solicitor, 
386. 
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The  client — continued. 

range  of  privilege  now  obtaining,  ^e. — oontinned. 

where  the  client  is  dead,  the  rights  of  paitiee  claiming 

under  him  to  assert  the  privilege,  386,  427. 
the  rights  of  parties  claiming  under  the  client  to  assert 

the  privile^,  386—388,  427. 
oral  commnnications,  389. 
the  client's  memoranda  or  minutes,  389. 
minutes  in  a  oompanj's  books,  389. 
minutes  of  proceedings  by  committees  of  a  coix>oration, 

389. 
documents  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  accompanying 

the  communication,  390. 
documents  prepared  by  the  client  or  by  his  direction  for 

communication  to  the  solicitor,  390,  391. 
statement  of  fact  drawn  up  by  chairman  of  company, 

391. 
documents  prepared  by  or  by  the  direction  of  the  solici- 
tor, 391,  396—396. 
memoranda  or  rough  notes  by  solicitor  or  clerk,  396. 
reports  containing  information  collected,  396. 
documents  communicating  the  information  to  the 
solicitor,  396. 
Documents  previously  in  existence  obtained,  or  copies  or 
abstracts  made  of  or  from  them,  391. 
under  what  circumstances  privileged  when  obtained 
or  made  by  or  by  the  direction  of  the  solicitor, 
391—392. 
reason  for  protecting  them,  392. 
when  obtamed  or  made  by  the  client,  392. 
where  made  by  the  solicitor's  agent,  392. 
whether  protected  where  not  for  the  purpose  of 

litigation,  392. 
pedigrees  or  copies  of  pedigrees:  extracts  from 
ancient  documents:  copies  of  entries  in  parish 
registers :  photog^ph  of  tombstones  and  houses : 
maps :  plans :  copies  of  depositions  of  master  and 
crew  under  Merchant  Shipping  Act :  contents  of 
account  book :  extracts  made  by  accountant,  892 
—396. 
communications  between  the  different  legal  advisers  in 

this  country  or  abroad,  396. 
the  brief :  endorsement:  matter  of  public!  juris  contained 

in  it,  397—398. 
draft  pleading^  or  other  drafts,  398. 
shorthand  writers'  notes  of  proceedings,  398,  409,  412. 
ofBce  copies  of  examinations  iu  bankruptcy,  398,  412. 
Where  some  person  other  than  the  client  or  his  adviser 
takes  a  part  in  the  communication,  398,  403. 
distinction  between  where  with  and  not  with  a  view 

to  litigation,  403. 
where  he  acts  as  the  medium  of  communication, 

399—401. 
where  requested  by  the  party  to  get  legal  advice 

for  him,  401. 
where  he  is  the  agent  of  either  to  make  or  receive 

the  communication  to  the  other,  399. 
documents  prepared  by  him  by  the  client's  direction 
for  communication  to  the  solicitor,  400. 

yy2 
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The  client— continued. 

range  of  privilege  now  obtaining  y  ^. — oontinaed. 

where  some  person  other  than  the  client,  &c. — continued, 
the  agent  of  the  client,  399,  416. 
documents  prepared  by  him  bj  the  Bolicitor*B  dizec« 

tion,  401—402. 
acting  as  agent  or  doing  the  work  of  the  solicitor, 

401—402. 
documents  containing  information  desired  by  the 

solicitor,  401. 
report  of  surveyor  to  solicitor,  402. 
communications  to  or  from  the  solicitor  from  or  to 
third  persons  or  collateral  quarters,  403. 

the  extent  of  the  privilege  where  the  documents  have  reference  to 
litigation  then  pending  or  anticipated,  404. 
General  proposition  as  to  the  documents  which  are  privi- 
leged, 405. 
ground  for  the  distinction,  403. 
when  litigation  can  be  said  to  be  in  anticipation,  408. 
what  litigation  must  be  in  anticipation,  409. 
documents  relating  to  other  litigation,  409. 
'*  shorthand  writers''  notes  of  ot£er  proceeding's,  409, 4 12. 
office  copies  of  examinations  in  banKruptcy,  412. 
not  every  document  prepared  or  made  with  a  view  to 

litigation,  404. 
reports  of  surveyors  as  to  ship  or  cargo,  406. 
minutes  relating  to  the  conduct  of  litigation,  406,  n. 
documents  previously  in  existence,  or  copies  or  abstracts 
of  them,  obtained  or  made  for  the  purpose  of  litiga- 
tion, 404. 
Materials  for  evidence,  406,  410. 

distinction  between  protection  attaching  to  materials 
for  evidence,  and  that  founded  on  legal  privilege, 
406—407. 
protected  even  if  they  tend  to  support  the  adversary's 

case,  410. 
whether  protected  where  obtained  by  the  client  in- 
dependently of  tl^e  solicitor,  4 1 0—4 1 1 . 
where  obtained  by  the  client  at  the  instance  of  the 

solicitor,  410. 
where  obtained  by,  or  by  the  direction  of  the  soli- 
citor, 410,  413. 
documents  disclosing  the  evidence  intended  to  be  given, 

whether  as  such  privileged,  413. 
materials  for  the  bnef,  406,  418. 

information  required  by  the  solicitor,  whether  as  mate- 
rials for  evidence  or  not,  413. 
documents  come  into  existenee  for  purpose  of  communi- 
cation to  the  solicitor,  416. 
rough  notes  for  case  to  be  laid  before  solicitor,  415. 
documents  come  into  existence  at  the  instance  of  the 
solicitor,  containing  information  desired  by  him,  413 — 
414. 
where  a  person  acts  as  agent  of  the  solicitor  to  get  the 

information,  415. 
where  the  client  acts  as  such  agent,  415. 
person  doing  the  work  or  duty  of  tiie  solictor,  415 — 416. 
information  obtained  by  the  client  independently  of  the 
solicitor,  410. 
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The  client— continued. 

the  extent  of  the  privilege^  ^e. — oontinaed. 

reports  of  scientific  men  on  the  cause  of  an  accident,  420. 
Beports  from  the  client's  agents,  416. 

whether  any  distinction  of  principlei  421. 
distinction  between  producing  the  communication 
and  disclosing  the  information  contained  in  it,  416. 
reports  containing  mere  matter  of  opinion,  417. 
reports  made  for  communication  to  the  solicitor,  417, 

419. 
whether  the  agent  must  be  told  of  the  purpose  for 

which  requiried,  418. 
reports  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  duty,  420, 421 . 
reports  made  at  the  special  request  of  the  principal, 

420,  422. 
reports  from  sub-committees  of  corporation,  417. 
old  common  law  cases :  on  what  principles  decided : 

reports  with  a  view  to  litigation,  419. 
reports  of  servants  of  company  on  accidents,  420. 
reports  of  scientific  men  on  cause  of  accident,  420. 
reports  of  medical  officers  of  companies  on  persons  injured 

m  accidents,  421. 
reports  of  interviews  between  agent  of  company  and 
the  injured  person,  421. 

The  legal  adviser, 

protected  in  all  cases  where  the  dient  would  be  protected,  480. 
able  to  assert  a  wider  privilege  than  his  client,  429. 
protected  from  discovering  all  knowledge  acquired  in  that 

capacity,  428—429,  43d,  436. 
his  knowledge  must  be  solely  derived  from  his  employment, 

430,  436. 
where  he  is  also  a  party  to  the  transaction,  356,  481. 
where  he  is  both  triistee  and  solicitor,  432. 
to  what  matters  privilege  allowed  at  having  come  to  hie  knoW' 
ledge  as  adviser,  431. 
theoretical  test  whether  the  disclosure  will  involve  a 

breach  of  confidence,  431. 
difficult  to  lay  down  any  rule,  431. 
communications  from  cUent, 
for  legal  advice,  440. 

for  information  as  to  a  matter  of  fact,  440. 
for  the  purpose  of  business,  441. 
casual  remarks,  441. 
communications  with  third  persons  or  from  collateral 
quarters,  432. 
where  in  reference  to  litig^ation,  432. 
with  opposite  parties  or  parties  with  whom  a  dis- 
pute, 433. 
where  acting  as  medium  of  conmiunication,  438. 
where  present  at  interviews  between  his  dient  and  other 

persons,  433,  434. 
facts  patent  to  the  senses,  436. 
what  he  sees  with  his  eyes,  438. 
collateral  matters  information  or  facts,  436. 
his  client's  handwriting,  identity,  abode,  438.  489. 
name  of  cUent :  in  what  capacity  he  employed  him,  489. 
fact  of  retainer,  439. 

to  whom  he  maide  certain  applications,  489. 
residence  of  ward  of  court,  439. 
being  sent  with  orders  for  a  particular  purpose,  439. 
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The  legal  adviser — continued, 
the  clienVs  documents^ 

cannot  be  ordered  to  produce  them  for  they  are  not  his 

property,  429. 
his  poeaeflfiion  that  of  the  client,  195. 
his  auty  where  the  dient  is  ordered  to  produce  them, 

44,  195,  198. 
production  for  the  purpose  of  identification,  440. 
disclosing  their  contents,  439 — 440. 
ffiying  a  list  of  them,  426. 
oisdosing  where  they  are  or  in  whose  possession,  426 — 

427. 
as  to  the  state  in  which  a  document  was  when  he  last 

saw  it :  as  to  its  destruction,  437,  438. 
whether  it  was  in  his  client's  possession  at  a  particular 

time,  438. 
by  whom  it  was  deliyered  to  his  client,  438. 
what  passed  at  the  execution  where  he  has  witnessed  a 
document,  442. 
waiver  of  privilege^ 

the  privilege  of  the  client :  the  adviser  may  not  waive 

it,  425. 
cannot  break  through  it  for  his  own  benefit  in  action 

against  client,  428. 
where  the  client  has  waived  the  privilege,  425. 
as  to  applying  to  the  client,  425. 
all  the  persons  for  whom  the  adviser  acted  must  waive 
the  privilege,  427. 
vendcM:  and  purchaser  or  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 

427,  442. 
the  privilegfc  confined  to  the  conmiunications  made 
by  either  to  the  solicitor  as  his  own  solicitor, 
442. 
where  the  client's  interest  has  become  divided  amongst 

two  or  more  persons,  427. 
where  it  has  devolved  upon  the  solicitor,  427. 
In  suits  between  partners  in  a  firm  of  solicitors,  or  between 
solicitors  and  their  London  agents,  what  privilege  obtains, 
428. 

PROBATE  COURT.  PROCEEDINGS  IN, 

whether  Rules  of  Supreme  Court  apply,  561. 

how  far  old  rules  and  orders  of  Probate  Court  in  force,  561. 

powers  of  discovery  possossed  by  Ecdeeiastical  Court  in  probate 

proceedings,  561. 
powers  conferred  by  Probate  Act,  1857.  .561. 
testamentary  papers  or  writings,  production  of,  or  examination 

as  to,  by  any  person,  562. 
affidavit  as  to  scripts,  what  documents  to  be  included,  563. 

PROCESSES,  INSPECTION  OF.    See  Inepection. 

discovery  as  to,  554.  ' 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS.    See  other  heads. 

distinction  between,  and  discovery  of  them  and  their  oontents, 

135,  206,  224,  226,  305. 
substitute  for  old  chancery  practice  of  setting  out  contents,  151. 
necessary  to  complete  fulness  of  answer  in  chancery,  31,  151. 
more  open  to  abuse  than  discovery  by  interrogatories,  151. 
for  purpose  of  inspection  different  to  production  at  the  trial,  151. 
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on  examination  of  witneBses:  ontof  thejurisdiotion:  oostBof,  180. 
at  the  hearing,  180. 

old  oommon  law  powers  of  ordering :  and  chancery  practice  as  to. 
See  Diteaverp. 

Present  practice  under  Ord.  XXZI.  161—158. 
present  practice  governed  bj  rule  14. .  152. 
production  ordered  under  this  rule  where  no  provision  made 

by  other  rules,  153. 
discretion  of  judge  to  refuse  production  of  relevant  docu- 
ments, 152. 
application  for  production  of  particular  documents  not  dis- 
closed in  party's  pleadings  or  affidavits,  164. 
affidavit  necessary  on  application,  154. 
documents  referred  to  in  pleadings  or  affidavit.  See  Pleadings. 

FBOFERT  AND  OTEB,  264.    See  Fleadings^  on  p.  686. 

PROFESSIONAL  BUSINESS,  what,   is  of  solicitor,   373.      See 
Frivilege  Legal, 

PROLIX, 

prolix  interrogatories.    See  Oppreaswe  Frolix^  &c. 

prolixity  in  answering,  122. 

where  answer  so  prolix  as  to  be  embarrassing,  122. 

amounting  to  impertinence  under  old  chancery  practice,  122. 

prolix  affidavit  of  documents,  228 — 229. 

costs  of  prolixity.    See  Coita, 

PROPERTY,  INSPECTION  OF.    See  Intpeeium. 

PROTECTION, 

for  documents  must  be  claimed  in  terms  definite  and  precise,  230, 

501. 
further  affidavit  to  explain  inconsistency  or  more  sufficiently 

daim  protection,  109,  210,  219,  231,  237. 

PROTEST.    See  Shipping  BoeumenU, 

PROTHONOTARY  OF  LANCASTER,  Common  Pleas,  606. 

PUBLIC  DOCUMENTS, 

of  a  public  character,  inspection  of,  by  persons  interested  in  them, 
281. 
this  right  exerciseable  at  common  law,  281. 
this  right  outside  the  province  or  function  of  discovery,  282. 
not  by  stranffers :  qud  strangers  private  documents,  282. 
in  aid  of  civu,  not  criminal,  proceedings,  282. 
the  practice,  282—283. 
extracts  from  or  copies  of  public  documents,  when  privileged, 

392—394. 
party's  obligation  to  give  or  obtain  information  contained  in, 

13^  143. 
public  policy,  action  contrary  to,  4. 
public  officer  of  company,  78,  n.,  203. 

Public  interests,  discoverer  injurious  to, 

official  reports  or  other  official  documents,  547. 
reason  for  protecting  them,  647. 

documents  of  this  nature  for  which  protection  on  this  ^proond 
allowed  or  refused,  548. 
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Public  interests,  discovery  injurious  to — continued. 

oath  of  proper  person  that  the  diflcoyery  will  be  injurioas, 

548. 
cUsoloeure  of  suoh  matter  m  evidenoe  not  the  same  as  yolaii- 
taiy  disolosure  out  of  court,  549. 

FUBLIGI  JUBIS,  disooyery  of  matter  of,  397,  409. 
QUO  WARRANTO,  8. 

RATING  DOCUMENTS,  inspeotion  of,  288. 

READING  THE  ANSWER, 

against  a  party  other  than  the  party  whose  answer  it  is,  607. 
against  the  paxty  himself,  600. 
part  may  be  read,  600. 

where  other  passages  connected  in  meaning  with  or  explana- 
tory or  qualificatory  of  the  part  read,  600 — 601. 
where  party  surprised  by  being  compiled  to  read  a  further 

passage,  allowed  to  withdraw  the  original  passage,  601. 
where  document  admitted  but  referred  to  K)r  greater  cer- 
tainty, 607. 
answer  to  bill  of  disooyery,  601. 

REBUTTING.    See  Impeaching. 

RECEIPTS  FOR  MODUSES.    See  Tithee. 

RECOLLECTION.    See  Bemembranoe. 

RECTOR  AND  PATRON.    And  see  Titkee. 

rector  cilaiming  under  patron,  right  of  inspection,  280. 

REFERENCE, 

disooyery  in  aid  of,  573,  606. 

to  master  for  account  or  inquiry  as  to  damages,  in  aid  of,  569. 

REGISTRAR,  606. 

RELATOR.    And  see  Crown. 

positions  of  relator  and  Att.-Gen.,  68. 

whether  disooyery  or  production  of  documents  can  be  had  from 
relator  or  Att.-Gen.,  68—69. 

RELEASE,  where  defence  of,  disooyery  from  defendant,  36. 

RELEVANCY, 

to  the  case  of  the  party  seeking  discoyery,  12 — 13. 
to  the  matters  in  question,  11 — 12. 

to  the  matters  in  question  between  the  party  seeking  disooyery  and 
a  party  other  than  the  party  from  whom  it  is  sought,  59 — 60. 

RELEVANT.    And  see  Consequential. 

material,  releyant,  pertinent,  whether  equiyalent  to  one  another, 

16. 
latitude  in  determining,  where  not  oppressiye,  or  a  matter  of  in- 
difference, 16—17,  106,  111. 
test  of, 

case  of  party  seeking  the  disooyery  assumed  to  be  true,  18. 
cannot  deny  the  materiality  of  any  discoyery  by  denying  the 
party's  case,  16,  18—19,  483,  n. 
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where  the  question  of  the  materialitj  of  any  discoyery  is  a  qaes- 

tion  in  the  action,  19. 
what  is  relevant  or  material  discovery,  16 — 17. 
discovery  bearing  on  extent  or  amoont  of  plaintiff's  oLaim,  21^22. 
of  the  property  sought  to  be  recovered,  21. 
of  list  of  documents  or  securities  to  be  delivered  up,  21,  22. 
material  if  it  might  affect  question  of  costs,  19. 

InterrogatorieBy 

test  of,  whether  if  answered  in  a  particnlar  way,  material, 

110,  465. 
not  confined  to  what  will  be  evidence,  112. 
to  inform  party  as  to  evidence  to  be  obtained,  112. 
instances  of,  113. 

difficulty  caused  by  present  form  of  pleadings,  111,  112. 
old  ehancny  praetioe, 

each  interrogatory  founded  on  specific  allegation  in  bill, 

107,  111. 
defendant's  interrogatories  founded  on  concise  statement, 
111. 
old  common  law  practice, 

difficulty  caused  by  form  of  pleadings.  111. 
allowed,  if  considered  useful,  in  judge's  discretion,  111 — 112. 

Documents, 

adnussion  of  relevancy  necessary,  163. 

to  the  matters  in  question  at  time  of  application,  190. 
validity  of  party's  oath  as  to  irrelevancy  to  any  matter  in 

question,  163, 180—181. 
statement  of  inelevanoy  involving  question  of  law,  161,  489. 
idfidavit  of  documents,  conclusiveness  of,  in  this  respect. 

See  Affidavit  of  Documents, 
where  grounds  of  irrelevancy  stated,  181. 
validity  of  party's  oath  as  to  irrelevancy  to  a  particular 
matt^  in  question,  186 — 187. 
what  description  of  tiie  documents  necessary,  186 — 187. 
where  documents  scheduled  as  relevant,  assumed  to  be  so, 

190. 
what  are  documents  relating  to  any  matter  in  question  so  as  to  he 
included  in  the  affidavit  of  documents  if  not  limited,  182. 
documents  consequentially  relevant,  182. 
documents  to  be  delivered  up  or  otherwise  dealt  with 
as  part  of  relief,  182. 
tohat  are  documents  relating  to  a  particular  matter  in  question, 
183. 
not  confined  to  documents  which  will  be  evidence,  183, 

184. 
documents  throwing  any  light  on  the  case,  183. 
which  may  leaa  him  to  a  train  of  inquiry,  186. 
which  will  disclose  names  of  persons  who  will  give 

evidence  for  him,  186. 
containing  mere  matter  of  opinion,  184. 
relating  to  compromises  with  other  persons,  186. 
passing  in  course  of  negotiations  to  effect  a  settle- 
ment, 186. 
containing  an  admission  of  liability,  186. 

RELIEF, 

actions  for  discovery  by  way  of  relief,  43,  44,  271,  276. 
distinction  between,  and  actions  for  discovery,  271,  276. 
where  disooveiy  identical  with  relief  sought,  22,  278. 
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EEMEMBEANOE, 

answering  according  to,  129.    Qee  Answer. 
of  contents  of  documents,  130. 

a  libellous  letter,  131. 
interrogatories  to  call  specific  matters  to  his  remembrance,  133. 

RENT :  RENTCHARGE.    See  mhes, 

REPORTS  OF  AGENTS,  &o.,  401,  416.    See  Privilege  Legal,  on 
p.  693. 

REPUBLIC.   .See2^ow^». 

RIGHT  OF  DISCOVERY.    And  see  FrioHty, 
extent  or  scope  of  the  right,  11. 

distinction  between  party's  right  to  discovery  material  to  issue 
about  to  be  tried,  and  discoyery  material  only  for  consequential 
purposes,  11,  12. 
as  to  his  absolute  right  to  the  former,  11,  12. 

RIGHTS  OF  COMMON.    See  Common. 


SALVAGE, 

reports  and  lists  of,  614. 

inspection  of  policies  and  bills  of  lading  in  action  for  salyage,  665. 

SAMPLES,  taking,  under  order  for  inspection,  577,  581. 
SANITT,  testator's  letters  bearing  on  question  of,  562. 

SCANDAL,  105—106. 
definition  of,  105. 
expunging  scandalous  matter,  105. 
striking  out  interrogatory  as  scandalous,  105. 

SCOTCH  SOLICITOR,  396. 

SCRIVENER,  what  priyilege  entitled  to,  306,  376. 

SEALING  UP  OR  OTHERWISE  COVERING  UP  PARTS  OF 
DOCUMENTS,  233. 

under  what  circumstances  it  may  be  done,  233. 

of  what  documents,  235. 

validity  of  party^s  oath  in  respect  of  the  parts  sealed  up,  233 — 234. 

exception  where  applicant  has  interest  in  document  of  the  nature 
of  property,  236. 

inspection  by  judge  of  parts  sealed  up,  235. 

where  relevant  and  irrelevant,  or  protected  and  unprotected 
matter  mixed  up,  235 — 236. 

practice  as  to  sealing  up,  &c.,  237. 

no  right  to  seal  up,  conceal,  tear  out  or  mutilate  docum^its  with- 
out sanction  of  court,  237. 

BECRECY,  where  agreement  for,  305,  308. 
SEDUCTION,  action  for,  discovery  in,  2,  113. 

SEQUESTRATION, 

for  default  in  giving  discovery,  584. 

bill  for  discovery  of  debtor's  monies  after,  671. 

SERVICE  OF  ORDER  FOR  DISCOVERY  OF  ANY  KIND,  587. 

SET-OFF, 

discoyery  of  items  and  dates,  451 :  particulars  of,  455. 
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SETTING  ASIDE  OR  STRIKINa  OUT  INTERKOGATORIES, 

old  rules — present  role  7  of  Ord.  XXXI.,  100. 

mode  of  application,  101. 

practice  of  Court  of  Appeal,  101. 

within  what  time  appHoation  to  be  made,  101. 

Setting  them  aside,  101. 

only  when  thej  should  not  have  been  deliyered  at  all,  there- 
fore not  where  leave  has  been  given  to  interrogate,  101. 
where  exhibited  unreasonablj  or  yexatioualy,  102. 
meaning  of  these  words,  102. 

as  to  the  court  or  a  judge  settling  interrogfatories,  102 — 104. 
leave  to  reform  them  or  deliver  fresh  ones,  103 — 104. 
interrogatories  drawn  carelessly  and  with  too  much  latitude, 
old  oonunon  law  practice,  104. 

Striking  out  particular  interrogatories,  105. 
g^unds  on  which  struck  out,  105 — 106. 
criminatory  interrogatory  not  struck  out,  104. 

SETTLED  OR  STATED  ACCOUNT,  DEFENCE  OF, 
necessary  to  charge  specific  errors  to  open,  36 — 37. 
particulars  of  fraud,  36 — 37,  454. 

discovery  and  production  of  defendant's  documents  for  the  pur- 
pose of  or  prior  to  giving  particulars,  36 — 37. 
diMsovery  of  accounts  on  which  founded,  36. 

SETTLEMENT, 

inspection  of,  by  legatee  to  ascertain  what  estates  in  settlement, 

610. 
inspection  of,  in  absence  of  persons  interested  under,  201. 
inspection  of,  by  persons  interested  under,  273,  279. 
right  of  persons  interested  in  remainder  to  inspect  documents  in 

the  hands  of  the  tenant  for  life,  277—278. 

SHERIFF,  in  action  against,  or  by,  disooyery  to  be  given  by  officer 
actually  concerned,  87. 

SHIP,  particulars  of  alleged  unfitness  of,  455. 

SHIPPma   DOCUMENTS,   160,   185,  268,   516,   557.     And  see 
Underwriters. 

SHORTHAND  WRITERS'  NOTES,  whether  privileged,  898,  409. 

SLANDER,  ACTIONS  FOR, 
particulars  in,  454. 

interrogatories  by  plaintiff  in,  as  to  the  words  used,  463. 
as  to  ^e  names  of  the  persons  in  whose  presence  uttered,  473. 

SOLICITOR.    And  see  Attorney,  FriviUge  Legal,  I^o/esHanal  Buti^ 

ness. 
special  obligation  of,  to  give  inspection  in  actions  against,  by 

client,  260,  263. 
affidavit  of  documents  by,  on  behalf  of  client  incapable,  62. 
affidavit  by,  in  support  of  application  for  interrogatories  under 

C.  L.  P.  Act,  97. 
inspection  at  office  of.    See  Place. 
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STAGE  OF  ACTION  AT  WHICH  DISCOVERY  ALLOWABLE, 

Discovery  generally, 

where  impossible  to  say  what  or  whether  any  matter  will  be 

in  question,  13. 
not  'before  the  party  seeking  disoovery  has  stated  his  case, 
13—14,  98. 

Interrogatories,  93.    And  see  Leave  to  Interrogate. 

in  actions  for  recoyerr  of  land.    See  Lafid. 

before  giving  particulars,  94,  99. 

practice  under  old  Rules  of  Supreme  Court, 

leave  only  necessary  before  claim  and  defenoe  respec- 
tively and  after  close  of  pleadings,  94. 
plaintiff  after  claim  up  to  close  of  pleadings,  94. 
in  chancery  division  legitimate  after  claim,  95. 
in  common  law  division  not  till  after  defence,  95. 
to  see  whether  worth  while  to  go  on  with  action,  95. 
in  cases  of  fraud,  95. 
defendant  on  putting  in  his  defence,  95. 
plaintiff  and  defendant  after  close  of  pleadingfs,  95 — 96. 
plaintiff  and  defendant  before  claim  or  defenoe  respec- 
tively, 96—97. 
defendant  to  see  whether  he  should  defend  action, 
96. 
plaintiff  before  petition  filed  in  admiralty,  97. 
old  chancery  practice,  97. 
old  common  law  practice,  97. 

not  to  see  whether  he  had  a  case,  but  to  support  case 

set  up,  98. 
nature  of  leave  given  to  interrogate,  99. 

Discovery  and  production  of  documents, 
in  actions  for  recovery  of  land.    See  Land. 
plaintiff  before  claim,  159. 

leave  to  interrogate  as  to  a  particular  document,  160. 

order  for  affidavit  of  documents  on  defendant  in  admi- 
ralty action  in  rem  after  appearance,  160. 

to  enable  plaintiff  to  state  particulars,'  160. 
defendant  before  defence,  160. 

of  ship's  papers  before  appearance,  160. 

to  enable  defendant  to  give  particulars,  161. 

oonmion  law  practice :  chancery  practice,  161 — 162. 
plaintiff  alter  claim, 

practice  in  chanceryand  common  law  divisions,  162 — 163. 

whether  matter  of  course  after  defence,  163. 

STAYINa  PROCEEDINGS,  583.  ^ 

S 
STEWARD, 

production  by,  of  employer's  documents,  200. 

no  privilege  to  refuse  discovery,  302. 

STRIKINa  OUT, 

interrogfatories.    See  Setting  Aside. 

defence.    See  Default. 

answer  or  taking  it  off  file.    See  File. 

STJFFICIENOY, 

of  affidavit  of  documents.    See  Affidavit  of  Documents. 
of  answer.    See  Answer  and  Further  Answer. 
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SUPEREROOATORT  MATTER  IN  ANSWER.    See  Amw^r. 

SUPERFLUOUS  LANDS,  disooyery  of,  669. 

SURET7,  entitled  to  list  of  seouritieB  held  by  creditor,  21,  545. 

SURVEYOR, 

reports  of,  401,  405. 
inspection  by,  178. 


TABLE  OF  FORMS,  .625-634, 

forms  of  objections  to  answering,  627 — 629. 

objections  to  producing  docmnents,  630 — 632. 

TENANT,  178.    See  Landlord. 
of  manor.    See  Manor, 
in  comzaon,  right  of  inroection  of,  276 — 277,  546. 

of  stranger  in  his  absence,  201. 
for  life.    See  Settlement. 

TENURES  IN  GAPITE,  bills  to  discoyer,  336. 
TESTAMENTARY  PAPERS.    See  JPtobate. 

TIME, 

at  which  disooyery  allowable.    See  Stage  of  Action. 
within  which  interrogatories  mnst  be  answered,  143. 
extension  of  time,  Ord.  LXY.  r.  27  (20) . .  143—144. 
of  inspection :  stating  time  in  order,  171. 

TITHES, 

in  action  for  tithe  rent-charge  by  rector  against  patron,  diacoTeiy 

as  to  defendant's  title,  458. 
in  action  for  tithes,  disooyery  as  to  plaintifTs  title,  582. 
receipts  for  modnses,  inspection  of,  508. 
yicars'  books,  508. 

TITLE.    See  Evidence  JRule  protecting,  and  Impeaching. 
discoyexy  of  nature  of  party's.    See  Zand  and  Trover. 
nse  of,  instead  of  case,  ambiguous  or  incorrect,  501. 
denial  that  party^s  docmnents  relate  to  or  support  adyersaiy's 
title,  501. 

TITLE  DEEDS, 

as  such  not  protected,  478. 

under  what  conditions  protected,  479,  492. 

defendant's  in  actions  zor  recoyery  of  land,  519. 

TOLLS, 

in  action  for  recoyery  of,  production  by  plaintiff,  495—497,  506. 

TORT, 

disooyery  in  actions  of,  346.    And  see  Libel. 
present  practice,  346—347. 
common  law  practice,  347. 
old  chancery  practice,  348. 

in  aid  of  prosecution  of  or  defence  to  actions  of  tort  to 

property,  348. 
actions  of  personal  tort,  349. 
defence  to,  348. 
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TRADE.    See  Bminm. 

TRINITY  MASTERS,  inapection  by,  666. 

TROVER,  in  actions  for,  discovery  of  plaintiff's  title,  451,  462. 

TRUST.    See  Trustee, 

secret,  charitable  or  other  parol  trust,  discoyery  of,  336,  366. 
documents  held  on  trust  tor  inspection  by  the  applicant.    See 
Interest, 

TRUSTEE, 

obligation  of,  to  give  discovery  to  be  nsed  against  a  co-trustee 

defendant,  60. 
must  produce  documents  to  save  trust  estate  from  loss,  60. 
must  give  cestui  que  trust  information  as  to  trust  property,  30. 
is  entitled  to  know  the  title  of  person  claiming  to  be  a  cestui  que 

trust,  629. 
discovery  criminating  or  penalising  himwelf :  or  the  cestui  que 

trust,  339,  343. 
production  from,  in  the  absence  of  his  oo- trustee,  199. 

the  cestui  que  trust,  202. 
disclosure  of  matters  connected  with  the  trust,  302,  304. 
light  of  cestui  que  trust  to  see  cases  and  opinions  (or  other  legal 
communications)  taken  by  the  trustee  in  respect  of  the 
trust,  379. 
where  the  relation  of  trustee  and  eestni  que  trust  not  esta- 
blished, 380. 
where  taken  for  the  trustee's  own  guidance  with  a  view  to 

litigation  against  himself  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  380. 
where  the  trustee  is  also  mortgagee,  381,  646. 
the  right  of  one  cestui  que  trust  to  see  communications  between 

the  solicitor  and  the  other  cestui  que  trust,  381. 
where  a  mortgage  is  trustee,  right  of  the  cestui  que  trust  to  see 
the  documents  of  title  in  the  absence  of  the  mortgagor,  203. 

TRUTH  OR  UNTRUTH  OF  ANSWER, 
court  cannot  try,  109,  129,  146. 


UNDERWRITERS,  667. 

exceptionally  favoured,  667. 

in  actions  on  marine  policies,  667. 

to  what  discovery  entitled,  667. 

discovery  and  production  of  documents  in  possession  of  all 
persons'  int^est,  668. 

special  form  of  affidavit  of  documents,  668. 

no  affidavit  necessary  on  application,  660. 

no  deposit  for  costs  necessary,  660. 

stay  of  proceeding,  569. 

when  the  parties  mterested  are  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  559. 

as  to  the  execution  of  the  policy  and  purchase  of  the  cargo, 
462,  668. 
where  policy  resisted  on  grounds  of  indictable  fraud,  340. 
discovery  by  underwriters,  616,  660. 

suing  in  other  persons'  names,  88. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE,  particulars  of,  464. 
UNNECESSARY  INTERROGATORIES.    See  Oppremve, 
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UNSOUND  MIND,  PERSON  OF,  NOT  SO  FOUND, 
how  they  sue  and  are  sued,  63. 
diac^yery  by  next  friends  on  their  behalf,  63 — 64* 

gufurdiau  ad  litem,  65. 
admiasionB  in  their  pleadings,  63. 

USUBY,  penalty  for,  objection  to  discoyery,  311,  334. 


VALUABLE  CONSIDERATION,  purchaser  for,  without  notice,  536. 

no  discoyery  to  hurt  himself  or  affect  his  title,  536. 

his  position,  536. 

reason  for  protecting  him,  536,  544. 

from  what  discoyery  protected  by  plea  properly  pleaded,  536. 

production  or  discoyery  of  contents  of  documents  relating  to  his 
tiUe,  537. 

documents  relating  to  title  from  purchaser  to  defendant,  537. 

where  matters  or  documents  charg^  to  show  notice,  537. 

discoyery  bearing  on  question  of  notice,  537. 

affidayit  admitted  to  yerify  document  to  show  notice,  637. 

what  the  plea  must  state,  538. 

production  or  discovery  of  contents  of  purchase  deed,  638. 

discoyery  of  property  comprised  in  the  purchase,  538. 
the  deeds :  pawned  g^oods,  539. 

what  circumstances  necessary  to  put  person  in  position  of,  540. 

how  far  defence  g^ood  against  legEd  claim,  or  where  equity  exer- 
cised concurrent  legal  jurisdiction,  540. 

where  plaintiff,  541. 

light  of  purchaser  to  discoyery,  541. 

VALUATION  OF  PROPERTY,  when  protected,  247,  411. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER, 

Bolioitor   acting   for,  or  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  privilege 

obtaining,  382,  387,  427,  442. 
communications  between  the  respective  solicitors  of,  403. 

VIVA  VOCE  EXAMINATION,  146. 
questions  which  may  be  put,  147. 
costs  of :  attendance  of  counsel,  147. 
old  common  law  practice :  when  directed,  147. 
old  chancery  practice :  after  third  or  fourth  insuffid^t  answer, 
148. 

VOLUNTARY  CONVEYANCE,  right  of  person  claiming  under, 
to  resist  discovery,  542. 


WAIVER, 

effect  of  consenting  to  judgment  a  waiver  of  the  plaintiff^s  right 

to  an  answer  to  interrogatories  previously  delivered,  608. 
of  professional  privileg^e,  425. 
of  penalty,  331. 

WILL, 

communications  relating  to  preparation  of,    right  of  persons 

claiming  under  testator  to  see,  386. 
validity  o^  production  to  try,  276. 
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"WTTNESSBS, 

discovery  of  names  of  opponent's  witnesses,  471. 
-    persons  in  whose  presenoe  oommunications  or  transactions 
took  place,  471—473. 
form  in  which  the  objection  to  be  raised,  473. 
discovery  of  names  of  witnesses  for  applicant,  113. 

docmnents  disclosing  their  names,  186. 
their  proofs  or  materials  therefor,  412,  413,  420. 
cannot  be  made  parties  for  purpose  of  discovery,  40. 

no  reason  for  making  them  parties'  ihat  discovery  more 
effectual,  42. 
party  cannot  be  interrogated  as  he  can  be  cross-examined  as 

witness,  91,  105,  113. 
production  on  examination  of,  180. 
inspection  by,  of  .documents,  179  :  of  house,  580. 

WORK  AND  LABOUR  DONE,  in  actions  for,  inspection,  513. 

WRONGFUL  DISMISSAL,  ACTIONS  FOR, 
discovery  of  acts  on  which  defendant  relies,  452. 
inspection  of  def aidant's  books,  513. 
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LAW   OF    REAL    PROPERTY. 

CHIEFLY  IN  RELATION  TO  CONVEYANCING. 

By   HENBY   W.    OHALLIS,    M.A.,    Barrister- at-Law. 

"  This  is  a  law  book  of  a  kind  very  rare  in  these  days — a  work  full  of  orig^al 
research  and  careful  consideration.'* — ^licitor*'  Journal. 

* '  Mr.  Challis  has  succeeded  in  giving  an  admirably  concise  exposition  of  the  prin- 
ciplee  upon  which  modem  conveyancing  rests." — Law  Journal. 
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Questions  &  Answers  selected  from  the  Roman 

Law  Bar  Pass  Examinaiion. 

By  JOSEPH  A.  SHEARWOOD,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 

Second  Edition,     8t'o.     lbs, 
DIGEST  OF  TILE  QUESTIONS  ASKED  AT  THE 

BAR  AND  SOLICITORS'  PASS  AND  HONOR  EXAMINATIONS, 

From  1869  to  1884.     With  ANSWERS. 

(Most  of  the  Questions  being  those  of  late  Years). 

Each  branch  of  the  Law  being  arranged  in  separate  Headings,  with  List  of  the 
principal  Statutes  and  Cases ;  a  Time  Table  in  an  Action  ;  Suggestions  as  to  the 
most  advisable  Scheme  of  Reading,  with  the  best  Text  Books  to  peruse,  and 
Comments  on  the  nature,  stj'le  and  peculiarities  of  the  Examinations  of  late 
years.     Stcond  Edition.    By  JOSEPH  A.  SHEARWOOD,  Barrister-at-Law. 

**  To  all  those  who  wish  to  get  through,  with  knowledge  if  possible,  but  at  all  events 
to  get  through,  this  book  will  be  invaluable.*' — Law  Journal^  June  21bt,  1884. 


2«rf  Edit.  1883.  Fost  8w.  Frice  15*. 

SHIPPING  AND  MAEINE  INSURANCE. 

DIBEST  OF  THE  LAW  OF  SHIPPINO  AND  MARINE  INSURANCE,  WITH  ILLUSTRATIONS. 
By    H.    NEWSON,    Esq.,    TL.L.B.. 

Of  the  Middle  Temple^  Barrister'at-Law  (Middle  Temple  International  Law  Scholar, 

Hilary  Term,  1877). 
"The  method  adopted  by  the  Author  of  dealing  with  his  subject  is  to  digest  or  codify 
the  rules  of  law  and  to  supplement  the  rule  by  reference  to  the  cases  or  statutes  upon  which 
it  depends,  and,  in  some  instances,  by  a  short  epitome  of  the  facts  of  such  cases.'* — Law 
Times. 

Kedman  (J.  H.) — A  Treatise  on  the  Law  affecting  Eailway  Companies  as 
Carriers  of  Goods  and  Live  Stock.     Second  Edition.    Post  8vo.     os,  1880 

Lascelles'  (F.  H.)  Law  of  Horses. — The  Law  relating  to  the  Purchase, 

Sale,  Letting  and  Hiring  of  Horses,  and  the  Bights  and  Liabilibes  of  Lin- 

keepers,  Liverj'  Stable  Keepers  and  others  using  Horses ;  with  Hints  as  to 

Procedure  in  Cases  of  Dispute.     8vo.     Second  Edition,     os,  1881 

**  The  author  has  been  successful  is  his  desire  to  retain  *  a  more  simple  phraseology 

than  is  usually  found  in  law  books,*  and  *  to  supply  buyers  and  sellers  and  the  users 

of  horses,  as  well  as  lawyem,  with  some  rules  for  their  guidance.*    The  fact  that  this 

little  treatise  is  not  addressed  exclusively  to  lawyers  does  not  at  all  detract  from  its 

merits.** 
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AN  EPITOME  OF  THE  CRIMINAL  LAW  FOR  STUDENTS. 

By  J.  CARTER  HARRISON,  SoHcitor, 

I\r»t  Class  Honors  and  a  Law  Society* s  PHsemany  Trinity^  1880. 
'*  The  law  is  stated  by  means  of  questions  and  answers,  which  appear  to  traverse  the 
whole  field  of  criminal  law.  The  definitions  of  the  various  offences  are  correctly  and 
concisely  given,  with  the  necessary  references  to  the  various  statutes.  The  course  of 
criminal  procedure  (as  to  both  indictable  and  summary  offences)  is  satisfactorily  dealt 
with,  and  the  questions  and  answers  upon  the  subject  of  criminal  evidence  are  specially 
useful.'* — Law  Tvnes,    

Jtut  Published.     SECOND  EDITION,  Enlarged,     Post  8ro.     Price  6a. 

A  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Light,  with  an  Appendix  of  Statutes,  Forms 
and  Plans.    By  Edward  Stanley  Roscoe,  Bamster-at-Law. 

**  Dealing  as  it  does  with  such  an  important  subject,  this  book  cannot  fail  to  find 
patrons,  both  among  the  profession  and  among  laymen,  such  as  architects,  surveyors 
and  builders."— Xau;  Times,  March  28,  1886. 

*'Hr.  Koscoe  has  improved  the  value  of  his  useful  little  book  by  inserting  plans 
showing  how  new  light  can  be  obtained  for  old." — Law  Journal,  March  13th,  1886. 

**The  author  gives  so  much  valuable  information,  and  so  many  practical  hints 
connected  with  the  legal  and  general  bearings  of  the  subject  of  light  and  air,  that  all 
owners  of  house  property  should  possess  liie  book ;  and,  moreover,  the  rendering  is 
made  dear  to  the  understanding  of  laymen,  as  well  as  lawyers.'* — The  Building  World, 
March  1st,  1886.  

SECOND    EDITION,   Enlarged,      Post  8ro.      6#.  i^ 

CONSTRUCTION   OF  BUILDINGS. 

A  Digest  of  Cases  relating  to  the  Construction  of  Buildings,  the  Liability  and 
Eights  of  Architects,  Survej^ors  and  Builders,  T^ith  Notes ;  and  an  APPENDIX, 
containing  Forms  of  Building  Agreements,  Leases  and  Conditions  of  Contracts, 
&c.,  and  some  Unreported  Cases.  By  Edward  Stanley  Eoscoe,  Barrister-at- 
Law.  1883 

**  That  useful  little  work,  '  A  Digest  of  Building  Cases,*  has  reached  a  second  edition, 
and  doubtless  the  profession  fully  appreciates  its  worth.** — Law  Times. 


Solicitors*  Book-keeping  by  Double  Entry. — With  Descriptions  and 

Forms  of  the  several  Books,  and  Examples  of  their  Working,  with  full 
Instructions  for  Posting,  Balancing,  and  Closing  Books,  and  Preparing  Profit 
and  Loss  Account,  and  Balance  Sheet.  By  Bobert  Henby  Kichaedsox, 
Professional  Auditor  and  Accountant.     Third  Edition.    d$.  1884 

Law  of  Husband  and  Wife. — A  Concise  View  of  the  Law  of  Husband 
and  Wife  as  modified  by  the  Married  Women's  Property  Acts.  With  an 
Appendix  of  Statutes.  By  Joseph  Haworth  Redman,  Esq.,  Barrister-at- 
Law.    Post  8to.     Price  3«.  6d.  1883 

"Mr.  Redman's  book  is  not  so  much  a  commentary  on  the  statute  as  a  general 

survey  of  the  law  of  husband  and  wife,  and  the  changes  effected  therein  by  the  Act  of 

18S2.    These  changes  are  far  from  inconsiderable ;  and  their  full  effect  may  be  realised 

by  a  perusal  of  Mr.  Redman's  pages.** 


